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A SECOND 


LETTER to Mr. Foſter 


QN THE 


Subject of HERESY: 


HEN 1 fitft thdertovok the 
Controverſy, which is the Sub- 
ject of a former Letter, I deter- 
mined with my ſelf, that, if it; 
were poſſible, I would cut off 
all Occafion from you of diyerting the Minds 
of your Readers from the Point in Debate, 
by any Complaints of ill Treatment: But I 
find my felf thus fat unſucceſsful in my At- 
tempts, that my Style and Manner of Writing 
does not pleaſe you. 1 am not willing to 
tun the Hazard of pleaſing you % by mak- 
ing Apologies, nor is this a Matter worthy 
of the publick Attention. One thing only 
ſhall take Notice of, becauſe it may ſerye 
y -+ as 
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as an Evidence, to ſnew how ready you are 
to find Fault without Reaſon. I had ſaid, 
that your Sermon upon Hereſy has given juf 
Offence. You tell me, that I ought not 10 
Have ſaid jus r Offence, till I had ſhewn that 
there were ſufficient Grounds for it; and 
hereupon charge me with condeſcending 10 
the loweſt Arts of a Diſputant ; which can 
only be calculated to amuſe the Ignorant with 
unmeaning Sounds, or to engage the Paſſions 
of the Reader, and thereby prejudice and blind 
is Fudgment F. What Arts, what Amuſe. 
ments, do you talk of? The Offence given 
by your Sermon was a publick, notorious 
Fact. That it was , the whole Deſign 
of my Letter was to ſhew. Where now is 
the Harm of ſaying that yon had given juf 
Offence ? Am I at Liberty to refute, and 
not to charge? Or, is not every Accuſation, 
in the very Nature of it, frevious to the 
Trial ? Perhaps, Sir, it might be obſerved 
of your Letter with great Juſt ice, that, whilſt 
you are condemning Arts and Amuſements, 
you are perpetually fleeing to them, as your 
only Supports. — But that I may not give 
you ew Offence, let this appear or not ap- 
pear upon Examination, 

The main Queſtion between us is this; 
Who are Hereticks in ſuch a Senſe, as will 
Juſtify the Church in excluding them from 
the Privileges of viſble Communion ? = 
, = ay, 
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ſay, that they are thoſe only who make a 
Profeſſion contrary to the Chriſtian Faith, 
in Oppoſition to the Senſe and Convition of 
their own Minds; which you ground upon 
the Words of St. Paul, Tit. ili. 10, 11. A 
Man that is an Heretick, after the firft and 
ſecond Admonition, rejet# ; knowing that he 
that is ſuch, is ſubverted, and ſinneth, being 
condemned of himſelf. You introduced your 
Diſcourſe on this Subject with a general Ob- 
ſervation, That HER ISV in the New Tefta= 
ment is moſt commonly uſed in an indifferent 
| | Senſe, and but ſeldom in a bad one; and you 
| have produced ſeveral Texts, of Scripture to 
ſupport this Notion, Now, though it is 
evident at firſt Sight, that this Point hath 
no Relation to the main Queſtion (for the 
Frequency of the Uſe of the Word Hereſy in þ 
an indifferent Senſe, be it more or leſs, has 1 
no Tendency to ſhew what is the Meaning 
of that Word, when it is uſed in a bad one) 
yet becauſe you ſeemed to lay ſome Streſs 
upon it, I took the Liberty of cenſuring 
your Obſervation as a great Miſtake ; and it 
may be expected, perhaps, that I ſhould 
take Notice of that Part of your Letter in 
which you have endeavoured to clear this 
Obſervation from my Ob jections. There are 
three Texts, about which we differ. Let us 
| re-examine them in the Order in which they 
| lie in my laſt Letter. | | 
| The 1 
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The firſt is, 1 Cor, xi. 19. For there muſt 
4 75 be Flereſſes among you, that they who are 

approved may be made manifeſt. The evi- 
dent Deſign of which (ſay you in your 
« Sermon) is, that conſidering the various 
« 'Tempers of Men, and their different Views, 
« Paſſions, Prejudices, their Selfiſhneſs, Am- 
« bition, Vanity, and the like, it was natu- 
« ral to expect that they would divide into 
« Parties about Religion — and that the 
« Providence of God wiſely permitted this 
« for the Trial of their Integrity, and to 
« diſtinguiſh the Indolent, Careleſs, and In- 
* ſincere from the real Friends of Truth, 
* Perſons of an honeſt, inquiſitive, and in- 

« genuous Temper.” This is the whole of 
your Remark u pon this Text. Upon which 
J asked, Flow. does it APPEAR FROM HENCE, 
that the Word Flekks v is here uſed in an in- 
different Meaning'? * You perceive, Sir, my 
Expectations weite, that You ſhould have 
proved, that the Word Hereſy is here uſed in 
an indifferent Sen ſe. And reaſonable ſurely 
it was that you ſhould have proved it, what- 
ever Uſe you inte vded from your Obſerva- 
tion. But you, Sir, ſeem to think it was 
incumbent upon Mz to ſupport the bad 
Senſe; and you ar againſt me.(whether 
ignorantly or deſigned. b, 1 leave to — ſelf) 
as if I meant to do it. For you ask, Have 


you endeavoured to * v that my Inter pretation | 
CANNOT 
* Letter, p. 6. 
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CANNOT be the true one? No, Sir; nor was 
there any Occaſion for it. The bad Senſe is 
in Poſſeſſion (for you are the firſt Writer, I 
believe, that ever thought of an indiferent 
Meaning in this Place) and when you had 
wreſted it from the Text, without ſhewing 
your Title, was there not Reaſon enough for 
me to demand it back again? Take this Hint 
with you, Sir, and fee what will become of 
your Reply. | 
You ſay have 2 a Caſe, that appears at firſt 
Sight to be quite foreign to my Purpoſe. "The 
Caſe is put by me in theſe Words ; Suppoſe 
the Apoſile had ſaid (as he might have ſaid) 
ere muff be Gluttony and Drunkenneſs 
among you, that they who are approved ma 
be made manifeſt ; would it follow, that the 
Fords Gluttony and Drunkenneſs were not 
intended Fo expreſs ſomething that was very 
bad? How is it now, Sir, that this is not 
to the Purpoſe ? Why, you ſay, that zo 
juſtify a Parity of Reaſoning, Gluttony and 
Drunkenneſs muſi be ſometimes uſed in an 
indifferent Senſe, as Herely is; or Hereſy 
muſt always be uſed in a bad Senſe, as Gluttony- 
and Drunkenneſs are.* The Miſtake is your 
own, Sir, and it lies here; You ſuppoſe that 
1 am arguing here from /ike Caſes; whereas 
the very Nature of the Argument requires: 
that the Caſes ſhould be anlike, If Hereſy 
were always uſed in a bad Senſe, there would 
be 
ay Letters. p. 10. | 
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be no Room for the Diſpute; or, if Gluttpny 
and Drunkenneſs were ſometimes uſed in an 
indifferent Senſe, the Argument would con- 


clude nothing. But what more clear, in- 
conteſtable Proof can be given, that the 


Apoftle's ſpeaking of Hereſies, as Things 


permitted by God for the Trial of Mens 
Integrity, is no Evidence that Hereſy is uſed 
in an indifferent Senſe, than to ſhew, that if, 
inſtead of mentioning Hereſies, he had men- 
tioned ſomething elſe in Terms, which always 


carry with them a bad Meaning, the Pro- 


priety of his Reaſoning would have been 
exactly the ſame? If you ſhould inſiſt, Sir, 
that this is not your Argument, I then make 


bold to tell you, that I find not ſo much 


as the Appearance of an Argument through- 
out your whole Remark. The evident De- 
fign of this Paſſage (ſay you) is, that con- 
fidering the various Tempers of Men, their 
different Views, Paſſions, Kc. it was natu- 
ral to expel they would divide into Parties 
about Religion, as well as about Politicks 


and the civil Afairs of Life. — Stop here, 


Sir, and ſee whether there be any thing that 
hooks like an Argument to ſupport your indif- 


ferent Meaning of the Word Hereſies, You, 
indeed, have tranſlated the Word « by 


Parties, meaning thereby (as yon tell us your 
ſelf) Parties, in a general Senſe, not confined 


' to gaod or bad, but including both without 


Diſtinction. Whether this be right, is another 
Queſtion 


WWW 
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Queſtion that ſhall be conſidered preſently. 
But your Tranſlation, Sir, is but your Opi- 
tion, and your Opinion is no Proof. | 

But if you have not yet proved your Point, 
you now again attempt to prove it by an 
Argument, of which T very willingly yield 
to you the Honour of being the firſt Inventor, 
I will try the Weight of it, Sir, and at the 
ſame time give you what you demand, full 
Proof, that the Word Herefy in this Place 
will not bear an indifferent Meaning. You 
tell us, that it is a guſt Rule in 2 all 
Writings whatſoever, not to underſfiand Words 
in a BAD Senſe, without an evident Neceſſity, 
which it is agreed on all Hands have (i. e. are 
capable of) au INDIFFERENT Meaning. If 
an Author's Reaſoning may be fully explained 
without fixing a B AD Idea on ſuch Words, this 
is a Demonſtration that they AM be taken 
INDIFFERENTLY; and if they M AY; they 


MUST: For to underſtand them it a BAD | 


Senſe when there is no Reaſon for it, and when 
the 1tNDIFBFERE N T Senſe will do full as well, 
is building entirely upon Preſumption and 
Fancy ; tis mere arbitrary Interpretation, and 
againſt all good Rules of Criticiſm. Whatever 
be the good Rules of Criticiſm, I muſt take 
the Liberty of ſaying, that this is a very bad 
one, and has nothing to ſupport. it but your 
own Imagination: For, why may, not I as 
well ſay, that to underſtand Wards in an 


— 


indifferent Senſe, when a bed n 
| B \ - ts 2 
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ſumption and Funcy? What you ought to 
have ſaid, Sir, is this, that when a Word ig 
capable of more Senſes than one, the preciſe 
Meaning, be it good, bad, or indifferent, muſt 
be determined by the Circumftances of the 
Place ; and if the Circumſtances leave the 
Meaning uncertain, to determine either the 
one way or the othet is to build upon Pre- 
ſumption and Fancy. But let us ſee, Sit, 
whether Circumſtances will not help to fix 
the Notion of Hereſy in this Place. I defire 
only that it may be granted me, that St. Paal 
in this Epiſtle fpeaks to the Corinthians us 
thoſe, who were at preſent inſtructed in the 
true Faith of the Goſpel. This is neceſſary 


to be ſuppoſed, for he writes to them, as t6 


the Church of Gd, which he repreſents as 
_ enriched in all Knowledge even as the Teſti 
of Chriſt was confirmed in them, ſo that they 
came behind in no Gift, Chap. i. ver. 2, 5, 
6, 7. And Chap. xi. ver. 2. he ſays, Tpraife 
you, Breibren, that ye remember me in all 
things, and keep the Ordinances (napaFtouc, 
Traditions, or Doctrines) as delivered them 
10 you. But in this-(proceeds he ver. 17.) 
415 you not, that you come together, not for 

e better, but for the worſe. For firſt of all, 
when you come together in the Church, ¶ hear 
that there be Diviſions (4aiopmarta) among you; 
and I partly believe it. For there muſt be alſo 
Herefies among jon, &c. It is plain un 
"A that 


felt as well is building entirely upon PY. 
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that the & pte and the gaiopuela were diſtin 
things, Divi/jons there were, Herefies als 
there muſt be. And what could theſe Here- 
fo paſſibly be, but a Departure in. ſome 

nts Or 3 from that Faith, which dey 
had received froth the Apoſtles ? This ſhews, 
Sir, that Here/es in this Place cannet Ganify fy 
(as you would have it) Parties at large, but 
Partics ſetting themſelves up in Qppoſition to 
the true Faith ; and arg” that Hes 
rely is here uſed, not in an indifferent Senſe, 
but in a bad one. Aci nap K AI aiptons Gas 
The Ka} here is emphatical. Schi/ms are h t 
Hereſies are ſomething worſe. 

The next Text to be * is 
Ads xxiv.. 5. where St. Paul is ſaid to be @ 
Ring leader of the Sets (or Hereſy) of the Na- 
zarenes. As this Speech came from the 
Mouth of Tertullus the Orator, who was ac- 


cuſing him before Felix, I concluded ( as J 


thought I had Reaſon) that the Word Areſy 


was uſed as a Term of Reproach; and con- 


ſequently in a bad Senſe. You tell me, Sir, 
that a great deal may be ſaid to ſhew that Ter- 
tullus in this Place might uſe the Ward only in 
a general indefinite Way. And to do you 
Juſtice, you have faid a great deal to very 
little Purpoſe. You put a Caſe, 48 parallel, 
which I need not examine or recite. The 
Application would have done as well 
Without it, and yields me all I have Occa» 
ſion for. 7 might not (fay you) be the De- 
B 2 


| fe 
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of Tertullus to reproach St. Paul for ad. 
2 to a Sect, but for being a — Pk of 
the dect of the Nazarenes*, Pray, Sir, pleaſe 
to inform me in the firſt Place who ever ſaid, 
or thought, that it was the Deſign of 7ertully; 
to reproach St. Paul for adhering to a See, 
i. e. a Set indefinitely, or at large? He 
charges him with being a Ringleader of the 
Sect of the Nazarenes, and ſo I have cited 
him. Once more then I ask, Does not this 
ſhew, that the Word Hereſ was uſed by him 
as a Term of Reproach ? Why no. The whol: 
Phraſe (you allow) was intended reproach- 
ully, but the Word Hereſy retains its general 
Meaning. They are the Epithets and Cha. 
racters made uſe of to diftinguiſh the Sett or 
Party, that convey all that is criminal in the 
Jdea. But how is it poſſible, Sir, that a 
Word ſhould retain its general Meaning, 
when it is diſtinguiſhed. by Circumſtances 
which limit it to a particular Senſe ? Or what 
does it avail you to ſay, that the Characters of 
iſtinction (whatever they be) convey all that 
is criminal in the Idea? If ever the Word Hereſy 
is uſed in a bad Senſe (as you ſay it is) that 
Scnſe muſt always appear from /me Circum- 
ſtance or other; and ſince you allow, that there 
are ſuch Circumſtances. in this Place, this is 
allowing (in my humble Apprehenſion) that 
in this Place, the Word is uſed in a bad Senſe. 
I know not wha? you mean, or what can be 
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meant by ſaying, that Hereſy is uſed. in a bad 
Senſe, but this, that it is applied particalarly 
to ſome Sect, either bad, or eſteemed to be bad; 


and this is clearly the Caſe in the Paſſage un- 


der Conſideration. You may ſtill go on to 
refine, and ſay, that the bad Idea ariſes not 
from the Word Hereſy, but from the Cha- 
rafters which ſtand connected with it. But a 

Cauſe is not worth a ſingle Ruſh that hangs 


upon ſuch Niceties as theſe. Let the bad 


Idea ariſe whence it will, I ſay, that Hereſy, 
thus connected, is always conſidered as a Term 
of Reproach; and ſo, it appears, St. Paal 
underſtood it in this very Caſe. Aſter the 
Way which Tye v CAL1 Hereſy, ſo worſvip I 
the God of my Fathers. You, indeed, Sir, 
pretend, that it will be hard to prove, that $2. 
Paul meant any thing more than this, that he 
was very improperly repreſented as a Leader 
4 AS = * | r to the old Re- 
gion x. But tis marvellous that you ſhould 


demand a Proof in ſo clear a Caſe. Could St. 


Paul mean to ſay, that he was not a Leader 


of a 8, as that Word ſignifies 'a Party ar 


large? If he had ſaid any ſuch thing, he 
had ſaid a great Untruth. For why were not 
thoſe Jews, who embraced Jeſus as the Meſ- 
fiah, as much a Sed as the TRI or Sad- 
duces were? St. Paul was ſo far from denying 
that he was a Leader of a Se in this Senſe, 
that he confeſſes ic in the very Words before 
| | i | us, 
Fetter, p. 14- | 
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us, After ThE Way which they call 
Henrsy,.&c. Is not this 1 that 
he followed a different Way,“ or was of a 
different Sed from the Fews? Yet he denies, 
(in * that his Way was Hereſy. In what 
Senſe ? Why plainly as Hereſy ſtood oppoſed 
to God's — Morſbip, as contained in the 
Law and the Prophets. He followed (as you 
ſay) the old Religion, from which the Jeu. 
were departed ; which will prove indeed, 
that his Religion was not Hereſy in any bad 
Senſe of the Word, not, that he was not the 
Leader of à Self at large. | 
The laſt Text is Ads, xxviii. 22. where 
the Jews ſay to St. Paul, As to this Seth, 
aue know $4 is is every where ſpoken again. | 
Upon which I thought it ſufficient to ask 
this ſhort Queſtion ; 95 you not conſider that 
the Speech comes from the Mouth of a Jew ? 
And what do you —— ? Why 2 grant, 
that if theſe bud been prejudiced, perſecuting 
Jews, they might perhaps have uſed the Word 
Hereſy, as 4 Term of -Reproach ; but you 
think that you fee Circumſtances 's the Hi- 
ory, flirongly intimating, that they were 
— — after Truth, and open to 
1 onvittion, Men of à candid Dj Up not 
determined 
* | know not whether if is got a juſt e that 
when Chriſtians had Occaſion to ſpeak of themſelves. as 
Sect, they. uſed the Word i, on on purpoſe to avoid 


ord die; which (it ſhould ſeem) at that time 


generally carried with it a bad Meaning, as R- does 
now. See ACTS zix. 9, 23. 


> con Leiter to My. FosTER. 1) 
determined whether to reject or embrace Chri- 
Hianity. And, upon the whole, you look 


upon it as unſaitable to their Charafters, t0 
fappoſe that they uſed the Word Hereſy in 
any other than in an indifferent Senſe. But 
where do theſe Circumſtances appear? Why 
they appointed him a Day to hear what he 
had to fay, Very well; and ſo may I ap- 


point You a Day, Sir, and have never the 


better Opinion of your Principles for that. 
At preſent theſe Jews entertained an ill Opi- 
nion of the Chriſtian Religion, which they 
had taken up upon common Report. They 
had now an Opportunity of knowing from 
St. Paul himſelf what this new Doctrine was, 
and deſired to hear him; and, for ought that 
appears, they might rather hope tO condince 
Paul, than think it probable that they might 
be convinced themſelves. But ſince you reft 
the whole Weight of your Reply upon the 
ſuppoſed Honeſty, and Openneſs, and Candour 
of theſe Men, pray hear what the Hiſtory 
ſaith. A Day was appointed, and MANY 
came (it ſhould ſeem therefore that ALL did 
not eome) but to thoſe that came Paul = 
nded and teſtified the Kingdom 0 
aer 3 Jeſus, Bot * out r of 
the Law of Moſes and £ Prophets 
Morning till Evening. The Iſſue was (dug 
was uſual in ſuch Caſes) ſome believed the 
Things which were ſpoken, and ſome believed 
vot. Upon which Paul applies to them ws 
. Wor 
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Words of E/aias: Well ſpake the Holy Ghoſ 
unto. our Fathers, ſaying, Go unto this People 
and ſay, Hearing ye ſhall hear, and ſhall not 


under land; and ſeeing ye ſhall ſee, and not 
perceive. For the Heart of this People is 


waxed groſs, and their Ears are dull of Hear- 
ing, and their Eyes have they cloſed, left they 
ſhould ſee with their Eyes, and hear with their 
Ears, ang under ſtand with their Hearts, and 


ſhould be converted, and I ſhould heal them, 


ver. 25, 26, 27. In fine, ſo ſlender was 
the Encouragement, that the Apoſtle in- 
ſtantly warns them, that the Word of God 

was taken from them. Be it known unto you, 
that the Salvation of God is ſent unto the Gen- 
tiles, and they will hear. — Go now, Sir, 
and make the beſt of your Men of Candour, 
and ſuffer me once more to proceed to the U/e 


you have made of your general, indefinite 


Notion of Hereſy. 


According to this Account, the general No- 
tion of a HERETICK is 20 more than this, 
viz. one that ſets up to be the Head, or chuſes 
to join himſelf to a particular religious Set. 
This is laid down in your Sermon. U 
which I remarked, that this Obfervation was 
againſt Faci. For though *Aueo in the ge- 


vera Notion of it ſignifies a SE CT indefinitely, 


yet "Ajperimmcc (A HERETICK) id ever more 
pinn d down to a bad Senſe, as every common 


Engliſh Reader knows. 1 go on to explain 
my ſelf thus. If: a Man 15 


ould ask me what 
religious 


W 
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religious Set I am of, I might very properly 
anſwer, I am a Chriſtian. But if a Chriſtian 
ſays, Such a Man is a Heretick, or Sectary, 
the Word always carries with it a Charge of 
Error. There is but one Paſſage in Scripture, 
where the Word aupenxc%; is uſed, and that 
is the Paſſage you are commenting upon, and 
there it is uſed in a bad Senſe. It muſt be 
viſible here to any Man of common Under- 
ſtanding, that the Purport of this whole 
Paſſage was to ſhew, that in the Uſe of the 
Greek Word Gigi e and the Engliſh Word 
4 Heretick, there is no Variation, and that 
both are conſtantly uſed in a bad Senſe, But 
becauſe I did not ſet forth this in moſt exact 
Order, but left it to the good Senſe of my 
Readers to join Perſons and Things properly 
together, I am treated as if I was ſo abſurd 
a Creature as to maintain, that every common 
Enzliſh Reader underſtands Greek. You 
are welcome, Sir, to. any Advantage you 
may be able to gain from ſo mean a Cavil. 
—— But to the Point. Is the Fa# true, or 
is it not? Does not a Heretick in Engliſh. 
always ſignify one who (in the Opinion of 
the Perſon who uſes that Expreſſion) holds 
ſome erroneous Doctrine? You confeſs it. Is 
not the Greek Word eerie (in that fingle 
Paſſage in which it occurs in the New Te- 
ſtament) uſed in the ſame manner ? Pray 
obſerye, Sir, I do not ſay (nor ever did ſup- 
poſe) that becauſe the Word is ſo uſed in 
C Engliſb, 
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Engliſh, therefore it is ſo uſed in Greek. 
This is your way of ftating the Argument, 
not mine: But I ſay, that in Fact the Greek 
Word i, ſo uſed in that Paſſage; and this 

ou confeſs too. The Reaſon is the ſame 
in both, and in all Languages: For he that 
is a Heretick, muſt be a Heretick with re- 
ſpect to ſomet hing; and when nothing is men- 
tioned to point out this Reſpect, it is con- 
ſtantly underſtood, that he, who declares a 
| Man a Heretick, declares him to be ſo with 
reſpect to ſome Opinions held by himſelf, 
which conſequently amounts to a Charge of 
Error; for every Man is ſuppoſed to be 
perſuaded of the Truth of his own Opinions, 
This may ſhew you, Sir, that your Quota- 
tion from Suidas is nothing to the Purpoſe, 
Hopp ae. of Ta H LIV ppoverles aipemn: 
Which I will allow you to tranſlate, The 
Pyrroniſts were a Set that embraced the 
Opinions of Pyrrho. But I never ſaid, that 
the Word dige , howſoever coupled with 
other Words, would not bear an indefinite 
Senſe ; but that apex (abſolutely) a Here- 
tick always carries a bad Senſe. If I ſhould 
be miſtaken in this, it would ſignify nothing. 
You allow it is ſo in the Scripture Uſe. And 
ſurely, Sir, it was not right, when you were 


ſettling the Scripture Notion of a Heretick, 


to deduce it by way of Conſequence from the 
indefinite Notion of Alpecig, in direct Oppoſi- 
tion to the Scripture Uſage. 

I here 
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I here leave this Part of the Diſpute, with 
2 Reſolution (I do aſſure you) never to take 
it up again; becauſe I ſee not to what Pur- 
poſe it ſerves. I have no Apology to make 
to you for this Digreſſion, but you may want 
ſome Excuſe to the Publick for the Occaſion 
of it; and what could tempt you to make 
this Obſeryation I cannot gueſs, unleſs your 
Meaning was to inſinuate, that Men may 
differ in Points of Religion, with as little 
Hazard of their Salvation as they may differ 
about Politicks. Your great Indulgence to 
Error gives a ſtrong Suſpicion, that ſome- 
thing of this kind was at Bottom. Errors 
in the Underſtanding (you tell us) are in moſt 
Caſes involuntary, in many unavoidable *, 
What do you know of this which you write 
with ſo much Poſitiveneſs? This may be 
your Opinion ; but thoſe who underſtand 
Mankind better, may find Cauſe enough 
perhaps to think otherwiſe. — But be your 
Views and your Opinion to your ſelf, If you 
would have ſaid the right thing, it ſhould 
have been this; That though in thoſe Parts 
of the New Teſtament where Matters are 
only hiſtorically delivered, Hereſy is often 
uſed in an indiferent Senſe; yet in the Epi- 
files, which were written to ſerve as Direc- 
tions to Chriſtians in the Conduct of their 
Lives, we are perpetually warned againſt 
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Hereſies as very bad Things. This, Sir, is 


Truth ; and if you had ſet the Point in this 


juſt and honeſt Light, it would have raiſed, 
perhaps, other Sentiments in your Hearers 
and in your Readers. 


To proceed now to the main Subject. 
I took Notice, in the firſt Place, of your 
unfortunate ſetting out. You had undertaken 


to prove, that in St. Paul's Senſe, he only is 


a Heretick, who knowingly eſpouſes a falſe 
Doctrine, and aſſerts and defends what he is 
convinced is contrary to Chriſtianity, Butin 
the very ſame Breath you ſay, that, accord- 
ing to St. Paul's Account, an Heretick is one, 
who entertains wrong Sentiments of Chriſtia- 
nity; which (I oblerved) overthrows the very 


thing you intend to ſupport. Hereupon you 


cry out in your Letter, Upon what Principles 
of Fuſtice or Candour, upon what Grounds of *© 


Probability, or by what Rule of Interpretation 


could you imagine, what you have play d with 


and endeavoured to expoſe, to be my real Mean- 


ing! * TI am ſorry, Sir, to find you ſo much 


diſturbed upon ſo ſmall a Provocation. He 
that really intends to prove, that nobody is a 


Heretick, but he who maintains what he 
knows to be falſe, cannot, at the ſame time 


intend, that he is a Heretick who maintains 


what he be/ieves to be true, But he may un- 


warily or unfortunately (as I have expreſſed it 


contradi himſelf; and this is all, Sir, that 
I haye 
Letter, p. 19. 
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I have charged upon you. Is this Charge 
true, or is it not? Why, you confeſs it, only 
what I call a Contradiction, you (in great 
Tenderneſs to yourſelf) call an Jnaccaracy * 
Names, Sir, alter not the Nature of Things ; 
Call it what you pleaſe, a Contradiction it is; 


and if it is not beneath your Gravity to write 


Contradictions, why ſhould you think it be- 
neath mine to take Notice of them ? As much 
as you think this to be playing upon Words, 
I have gained this Advantage by it, that I 
bave drawn from you your own Explanation; 
which is, that, by entertaining wrong Senti- 
ments of Chriſtianity, you mean maintaining 
Doctrines contrary to Chriſtianity. Your Ex- 


planation (ſo far as your own Meaning is 


concerned) is admitted; and I ſhall now 
make an Uſe of it, which will ſettle a very 


material Point between us. For, to come to 


the Text; 


1. In order to prove, that by a Heretick 
St. Paul means him only who maintains wrong 
Opinions, knowing them to be ſuch, you firſt 
argue from the Word ſinneth. Thus I ſtated 
the Caſe; and upon this obſerved, that to 
draw any Argument from hence to your Pur- 
poſe, it will be neceſſary to ſay, that no Man 
ſinneth, but he who acts directly againſt Con- 
viction. The Truth of this Obſervation is 
undeniable : For if a Man may lin, who does 
not act againſt Conviction, it will not follow, 

that 
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that becauſe St. Paul affirms of a Heretick 
that he /inneth, therefore a Heretick is one 
who acts againſt Conviction. It was material 
therefore to know, whether it is your 
Opinion, that no Man ſinneth but he who 
acts againſt Conviction. Your Sermon gave 
me not ſufficient Light, and therefore I left 
this Point to your future Explanation. What 
now do you ſay ? Why, you tell me, in Ef- 
fect, that a Man may ſin, though he doth 
not act againſt Conviction; and allow (ex- 
preſly) that you CANNOT, from this Branch 
of the Heretick's Character, He ſinneth, 
INFER, that he acts directly again} Con- 
viclion. The Argument then is thus far 
ſaſe on my Side; and whereas you pretend, 
that you never intended to draw any ſuch 
Inference, and charge me with inventing this 
Inference for you, in order to fix another 
Abſurdity upon you of the Truth of this 
let the Reader judge from your own Words, 
erm. p. 290, 291. 

« An Heretick, in a bad Senſe, muſt be 
one who knowingly eſpouſes a falſe Doc- 
trine — and defends what he 1s convinced 
« 1s contrary to Chriſtianity. — This will 
< appear beyond Diſpute, when we have 
* conſidered the Text. — According to 
« St. Paul's Account, an Heretick is not 
« only ſubverted, or turned aſide from the 
true Faith ; he not only entertains wrong 
„ Scrtiments of Chriſtianity, but /ipnerh, 
ES”; 


(4 
cc 
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&« j. e. he doth this wilfully, and with an 311 
« Intention.” Do you not here explain the 
Word finneth, by entertaining (i. e. as you 
now ſay) maintaining wrong Sentiments, 
wilfully, and with an ill Intention? You do. 
You affirm then, by Conſequence, that the 
Word funeth $1Gx1F1Es, maintaining wrong 
Sentiments againſ} the Convictions of a Man's 
Mind: For this it is to maintain wrong Sen- 
timents wilfully, and with an ill Intention; 
it being abſurd to ſay, that he who is con- 
vinced in his own Mind, maintains that 
whereof he is convinced wilfully, and with 
an ill Intention. But how does it appear, 
that this is what St. Paul means by ſinneth? 
Why, you go on to prove it thus: “ Such 
« as have merely an erroneous Judgment, 
« cannot be here meant; becauſe Errors of 
« the Underſtanding, conſidered in theme 
ce ſelves, are not criminal. — And, THERE= 
« FORE, the Perſons deſcribed by the Apoftle 
« as Sinners, muſt be WILEUL CORRUPTERS 
« AND OproskRS of the Chriſtian Reli- 
« gion,” Sc. This Reaſoning, whether 
good or bad (which it is not to the Purpoſe 
at preſent to conſider) is manifeſtly intended 
to ſhew, that by the Word ſinneth the 
Apoſtle intended to deſcribe a wilful Cor- 
rupter and Oppoſer of the Chriſtian Religion. 
And is not this to argue from the Word ſin- 
net h, that every Heretick muſt be a wil- 
ful Corrupter and Oppoſer of the Chriſtian 

Reli- 


* 
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Religion? If the Reader can yet doubt, let 


him go on to what follows. And that 
ce this is the real Caſe, appears farther from 
hence, that the Crime ſpoken of in the 
Text is of ſuch a Nature, as required 
« not Inſtruction, but Admonition.” To 
ſay a thing farther appears, is to refer to 
ſome antecedent Proof,, by which the ſame 
thing hath been made appear already. But 


how had you before made it appear, that 


when the Apoſtle ſaid of a Heretick, that 
he jinneth, he meant to deſcribe a wilful 
Corrupter and Oppoſer of the Chriſtian Reli- 
gion? Why, merely from his Character as a 
Sinner, or not at all. Had I not Reaſon 
then to ask, Is no Man a Sinner, but he who 
acts againſt Conviction? — This is the Caſe 
juſt as it ſtands. I make no Reflexions upon 


your Conduct: Every Man of Senſe will 


make them for me. 


2. Let us now conſider the next Branch 
of the Heretick's Character. Vou ſay, the 
Fault muſt lie in the Vill, not in the Under- 
ſtanding (i. e. the Heretick muſt be con- 
demned in his own Mind, or act againſt Con- 
viction) becauſe the Crime ſpoken of is of ſuch 
a Nature, as required not INSTRUCTION, but 
ADMoNniItion. To this I anſwered before, 
That as $7. Paul was now giving Direfions 
to a Biſhop, it was natural for him to mention 
- fach Particulars only as ſpecially concerned the 


Office 
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Office of a Biſhop ; ſuch were, AdMonitioN 
and REJECTION : For, as to INSTRUCTION; 
that lay in common among all the Paſtors f 
the Church, To which you reply; If 7 
Admonition be abſurd ix 1 skrr, will the 
Character of the Admoniſher make it wiſe and 
rational? # it be abſurd in a Presbyter, in 
all Mankind, in the very Nature of the Thing, 
_ it not alſo be abſurd in a Biſhop ? This, 
which is the Cardinal Point, and indeed the 
only Point in Queſtion, you have not conſi- 
dered, and therefore might have anſwered my 
Argument as well by ſaying nothing.* ———= 
I ſtand corrected, Sir, and confeſs I did ap- 
prehend the Force of your Objection to lie 
here, that becaufe the Apoſtle had given no 
Directions to inſtruct the Heretick, therefore 
it might be concluded that he wanted no In- 
ſtruction; and I took it for granted, that, 
Inſtruction ſuppoſed, Admonition might al- 
ways properly follow: In which view my 
Anſwer is juſt and ſatisfactory, nor do you 
diſpute it. There is fomething in your 
Words which led me to this; for you ſay, 
in your Sermon, that to adviſe a Man in an 
authoritative Way, wirnour INFORMING his 
Underſtanding better, ro alter his Apprehen- 
ſion and Judgment of things, and to expect to 
make a Convert 4 im MERELY by telling him 
that he is in the Wrong, is abſurd. But I 
now find your Meaning to be (what wastoo 

| abſurd 


* Leiter, P. 26. 
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abſurd to enter into my Thoughts) that 
whether Inſtruction has been antecedently 
applied, or not, Admonition is for ever im- 
proper, unleſs the Perſon ſtands condemned 
in his own Mind. If your Repreſentation of 
the Nature of Admonition was right, 1 
ſhould be of Opinion indeed, that there are 
are very few Caſes in which it ought to be 
recommended, For you talk of nothing but 
ſolemn, imperious, magiſterial Airs, and tel- 
ling Men bluntly and poſitively they are in 
the wrong. But there is ſuch a Thing ſurely 
as rebuking in the Spirit of Meekneſs ; by 
which no one underſtands merely telling Men 
that they are in the wrong, but applying to 
Offenders in a Way proper to reform them“: 
And who is ſo much a Stranger to common 
Life as not to know, that the Admonitions 
of wiſe and grave Men are apt to work upon 
moſt Tempers; to awaken the Careleſs, as 
well as to curb the Self-willed and Perverſe? 
When a Man is admoniſhed once and again, 
it is preſumed he is not got paſt Hope, But 
you ſet forth all Hereticks as complete 
Knaves; for they are Men who are in the 
HIGHEST CLass of the wilfully erroneous +, 
who make Religion a Cloak for their Immora- 
lities, and have RESOIVED to ſacrifice Truth 
and Virtue to their ſenſual Deſires (; If you 
will perſiſt in it, that ſuch Wretches as theſe 
are the only proper Subjects of Admonition, I 


3 muſt 
* Vide Polemical Tracts, p 184. 
+ Letter, p. 24. 5 Serm. p. 291, 293. 
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muſt leave you to your own Opinion. But 


in plain Terms, I think them to be much 
fitter for the Gallows, than to be dealt with 
in any reaſonable Way : And if the Apoſtles 
had known the Hearts of Men, (as you ſay 
they did) and had the ſame Notion of He- 


reticks that you have, it is probable they 


would have given Directions of another Na- 


ture. But if they acted upon common Pre- 


ſumptions, as other Men do, (which I think 
was the Caſe) ALL Methods were to be tried 
with ALL, and none cut off, till all had been 
tried in vain, Thoſe, whom the ffanding 
In/frugions of the Church could not preſerve 
from Corruptions in the Faith, might be 
reformed by Admonitions; thoſe, upon whom 
Admonitions were loſt, might be recovered 
by the Cænſures that enſued; nor was it 
need ful, at that Time, and in this particular 
Caſe, to know who were, and who were not 
condemned in their own Minds, or by what 
ſecret Cauſes Men were led into Error, any 
more than it is needful zow, in hundreds of 


other Caſes, where like Methods are tried 


with Offenders, and none complain of the 
Unreaſonableneſs of them. But, 


3. To come now to the main Circumſtance 
in St. Paul's Character of a Heretick, he is 
condemned of himſelf. You took it for granted, 
that by this is meant, that the Heretick is 
condemned in his own Mind or Conſcience : 

D 2 


I have 
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I have offered another Interpretation. We 
muſt now ſee whoſe Interpretation is beſt 
and in order to this, I ſhall conſider, 


Firf, Your Objections againſt my Inter- 
pretation. 

Secondly, The Weight of the Anſwers you 
have given to my Objections againſt yours, 


Before I enter upon the Diſpute, I muſt 
ſettle one material Point. You tell me, that 
my Interpretation of (au war &) ſelf⸗ 
condemned, takes it for granted, that my No- 
tion of Hereſy is right ; and you think it 
would have been expedient for me, in order 
| Fo do Fuſtice to the Word of God, to have 
proved clearly my Notion of Hereſy, and to 
have defended it againſt all Objections, before J 
attempted to revive, what you are pleated to 
call, a Novel Criticiſm.* We are not likely, 
Sir, to end this Bulineſs well, if we do not 
underſtand where we are to begin, and there- 
fore pray take the State of the Caſe in ſhort 
thus. 

You fay, that none are to be rejected as 
Hereticks, but thoſe who maintain Doc- 
trines contrary to Chriſtianity, in Oppoſi- 
tion to the Conviction of their own Minds, 
I ſay, that all are to be rejected as Here- 
ticks, who maintain Doctrines contrary to 
Chriſtianity, whether they do it againſt 
| Conpyiction, 

of Letter, P- 28, 29- 
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Conviction, or not againſt Conviction, ſin- 
cerely, or inſincerely. This is the general 
Queſtion between us. In ſupport of your 
Notion you bring this Paſſage of St. Paul, 
in which (as you ſuppoſe) the Apoſtle has 
decided for you. For none (ſay you) are 
Hereticks in St. Paul's Account, but thoſe 
who are condemned in their own Conſcien- 
ces; and therefore none but ſuch ought to 
be rejected as Hereticks. Do you not now 
clearly perceive, Sir, that if your Interpre- 
tation is not firſf removed, my Notion of 
Hereſy cannot ſtand? How is it then that 
you tell me, that I ought to have proved 
and defended my Notion of Hereſy, before 
I gave my own Interpretation? Can you 
tell me of a properer Way to remove one 
Interpretation, than to give another which 
is as good, or better? Whether I have done 
this, is the Thing to be tried : But be my 
Intrepretation better or worſe than yours, 
ſurely my Method of ſetting out was right! 
It is equally unreaſonable to pretend, that 
my Interpretation of ſelf-condemned, sup pos ESs 
my Notion of Hereſy to be right. No Man 
can openly accuſe himſelf of Hereſy, | by de- 
farting from the Faith, unleſs every one that 
departs from the Faith be in the Scriptare 
Senſe a Heretick. This is your Way of 
arguing ! But how do you gather, Sir, from 
my Interpretation, that a Heretick is ſap- 
poſed to accuſe himſelf or HexESY? The 
| Queſtion 
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Queſtion is, What 1s Hereſy? I ſay, an 
open Departure from the Faith, whether 
with or againſt Conſcience, is Hereſy. But 
how then, you ask, is a Heretick /elf-con- 
demned? I anſwer, By publiſhing his own 
OFFeNce ; by declaring openly that Depar- 
ture from the Faith, for which the Church 
adjudges him worthy to be rejected. All 
this ſuppoſes (if you pleaſe) that my Notion 
of Hereſy Mar be true. A reaſonable Sup. 
polition ſurely, when What 1s Hereſy ? is 
the Point in Diſpute; and you do but abuſe 
the common Senſe of your. Readers, when 
you think they are to be catched by ſuch 
Chicaneries as theſe, 
Jo come now to your Objections: The 
main Strength of my Interpretation reſts 
upon the Uſe of the Greek Word xarargire; 
and 1 have obſerved, that © thoſe are fre- 
6“ quently ſaid xerexzvew, not only who 
« do themſelves, as Judges, determine or 
& paſs Sentence of Condemnation upon any 
« Man, but thoſe alſo who do indireQly or 
« more remotely condemn a Man, by being 
« in ſome Reſpect or other the Inſtrument, 
« in virtue whereof Condemnation is pro- 
« nounced.” To make good this Obſer- 
vation, I have produced ſeveral Paſſages of 
Scripture, which you ſay are not to my, 
Purpoſe. Let us examine them. 
The firſt Text is Heb. xi. 7. where 1t 1s 
{aid of Noah, that (zaTixewve TY x90) he 
| condemned 
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condemned the World; i. e. (as I explain it) 
being a Preacher of Righteouſneſs, and fore- 
telling the approaching Vengeance of God 
againſt the World, which the World regarded 
not, he became the MEANS or INSTRUMENT 
of its Condemnation. To which you an- 

wer, that our Engliſh Ver ſion of theſe Words 
is very right. — I diſpute not the Verſſon, 
Sir; for the Engliſh Word condemn will as 
well bear one Senſe as the other. But what 
does this Author mean, when he ſays that 
Noah cox DbEMNED the World? Why you 
ſay, His building an Ark, as a Proof of his 
own Belief of the Warnings he gave the People 
of the approaching Deluge, was a virtual 
Condemnation of their Impiety in not hearken- 
ing to him, and a PRONOUNCING their Pu- 
niſhment to be Juf *. That is to ſay, His 
building the Ark was an Evidence of his 
Faith, and of his own Senſe or Judgment 
concerning the Impiety of the World, and 
that the Puniſhment that was to follow was 
juſt, And is this all that was intended by 
ſo ſolemn a Matter, that Noah declared his 
own Opinion of the World's Imptety ! Read 
but the whole Verſe, and the Senſe will be 
clear. By Faith Noah being warned of God 
of Things not ſeen as yet, moved with Fear, 
prepared an Ark to the ſaving of his Houſe ; 
by which he condemned the World, and became 
Heir of the Righteouſneſs which is by Faith. 

| Mind, 


* Letter, P. 32. 
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Mind the Oppoſition. Noah ſaved himſelf, 
and condemned the World. From what did 
he ſave himſelf? Why, from the Judgment 
of God. He ſubjected the World therefore 
to the Judgment of God; and this he did by 
leaving them without“ Excuſe, in the fame 
Senſe in which our Saviour ſays he did 
fAlyzow Tov x07 ly, CONVINCE the World of 
Sin; John xvi. 8. This is the Senſe of the 
Place, and the only Senſe of which it is 
capable. 

The next Text is, if poſſible, yet plainer. 
The Men of Nineveh ſhall riſe up in Fudg- 
ment with this Generation (xai xa ran 
dum) and fhall condemn it, becauſe they re- 
Pemed at the preaching of Jonas; and behold 
a greater than Jonas is here. Matth. xit. 41. 
and Luke xi. 32. Here you tell us, that 

„the Expreſſion and ſhall condemn it, may 
e be interpreted as in the Inſtance of Noah, 
„ they ſhall pronounce your Condemnation 
' © to be juſt — they will condemn or give 
Sentence againſt you.” + But how is it 
poſſible, Sir, that it ſhould be thus inter- 


preted? The whole Paſſage refers to the 


future Fudgment q, as you confeſs. And 
ON \ 1 er | who 


* Omnem ei Excuſationem abſtulit, dum Arcam im- 
menſæ molis per multos annos fabricat, palam verbo 
Factoq; monens metuendum eſſe Diluvium. Eraſinus. 
ConDEMNARE dicitur aliquos etiam qui ſuo facto often» 
dit, quid alii facere debuerint, atq; inde eos non idem 
facientes culpæ convincit. Grotius. 
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who is to p Sentence, or, to ronounce Con- 
demnation, but the Judge? Or, who is Judge 
at the laſt Day but Gop? The Ninevites 
therefore could condemn that Generation of 
Men no otherwiſe than as Witneſſes, and thus 
all Interpreters underſtand it. * As to what 
you add, That here is a Paſſage in both the 
Chapters, from whence the Texts concerning the 
Ninevites are taken, that plainly direct us to 
underſtand them in your May; this too is aſſerted 
by you in Oppoſition to the whole Stream of 
Interpreters, and the natural Senſe of the 
Place, JF I by Beelzebub caſt out Devils, by 
whom do your Children caſt them out ? There=- 
fore ſhall they be your Jupoks. G i. e. (ſay you) 
they ſhall give Judgment againſt you, and con- 
demn you. But our Saviour's Argument hes 
thus: © You believe that your Children caſt out 
„ Devils by the Power of God. Of me you 
« fay, I caſt out Devils by Beelaebub, though I 
« give Proofs of a divine Power dwelling-«1n 
© me, which they cannot give: Therefore, 
„they ſhall ſtand as Witneſſes before God of 
“your Peryerſeneſs.” | Or (as Dr. I hitby 

Para- 


Et condemnabunt eam] Non judicandi poteſtate, ſed 
comparationis exemplo. Luc. Brug. Teſtabuntur contra 
illos ex quo Deus Judex ipſos condemnabit. 8 Effi- 
cient ut condemnentur, quomodog ut ſupra dixit, Judices 
veſtri erunt. Ita Cicero a ſe Verrem ; Tacitus a Domitio 
accuſatore condemnatam ait Claudiam. Grotius. 

Matt. xii. 27. | 
I Teftabuntur contra vos in die Judicii : Collatis inter ſe 
ipſorum & meis geſtis, reipſa condemnabunt vos Invidiæ 
atque Odii in me concepti & — in Deum Blaſphemiæ; 
| quod 
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paraphraſes) Jour Judgment, that they do this 
by the Power of God, ſhall condemn you, who 
aſcribe the ſam? thing done by me in my Father's 
Name to the Alliſtance of the Devil. So that 
this Paſlage confirms my Interpretation inſtead 
of deſtroying it, and ſhews, that as »piw ſome- 
times ſignifies to accuſe, ſo xpry; is ſometimes 
alſo equivalent to an Accuſer. 

From theſe Paſſages (which relate to the 
Conderanation of others) I inferred, that who- 
ever in any Reſpect bears Witneſs againſt hin- 
| felf, and ſo becomes the Inſtrument of his own 
Condemnation, may be ſaid to be (2vr?ara- 
Kr S.) lelf-condemned. To fupport which 
Notion I added two Texts more, where Perſons 
are ſpoken of as /elf-condemned, not becauſe 
they actually paſſed Sentence upon themſelves, 
but becauſe they were inſfrumental to their own 
Condemnation, by bearing Witneſs of ſome- 


thing concerning themſelves, of one kind or 


another, in Conſequence of which, Condemna- 
tion followed, The firſt Inſtance is Rom. ii. 1. 
where St. Paul ſays expreſly of him who con- 
demned another for a Fault, of which he him- 
ſelf was guilty, that he, did, cavzey x2Texgian, 
condemn himſelf : Upon which you bid me ob- 
ſerve, that the whole Proceſs is in the Ofender's 


Breaſt ; tis there he fudgetl another, and paſſeth 


Sentence upon himſett. * W hat is all this to 
the 


quod de Actionibus ſimilibus diſſimile ſortis Judicium, quan- 
quam in me illuſtriora ſunt divine Prefeniie Argumenta. 
Fynopſ. Crit. Tpforum Factum ſafficiet vobis convincends 
atque condemnandis. Crottus. 
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the Purpoſe? The Queſtion is not in whoſe 
Breaſt the Sentence lies, but in wh.t Senſe he 
who condemns another for a Fault of which 
he is himſelf guilty, may be ſaid to condemn 
himſelf. You lay he faſſeth Sentence upon him- 
ſelf. What, actually and direcily upon himſelt? 
[ deny it. A Sentence paſſed upon B is not 
a Sentence paſſed upon A. But if A con- 
demns B, he ſhe us his Judgment of the Alion; 
ad it he ſhou'd be guilty of the ſame Offence, 
he would itand as an Evidence againſt himſelf, 
that his Condemnation is juſt, The next Paſ- 
ſage is Luke xix 22. Fx Ts 55uarh 0s news ol: 
Out of thine own Mouth will I judge thee, thou 
wicked Servant. "his you lay is fill wider 
from my Purpoſe, and abſolutely impertinent. * 
Which I do not wonder to hear you. ſay, be- 
cauſe I very plainly perceive, that you have 
miſtaken my Purpoſe. "The Purpoſe for which 
I have produced this Text was not (as you ſup- 
poſe) to ſhew what x24 means, but only this, 
that the Notion or Character of a felf-condemned 

Man is here preſerved, where the Perſon onl 
ſtood as a Witneſs againſt himſelf: And thus 
much it certainly does ſhew. For this Expreſ- 
ſon, Out of thine own Mouth will I judge thee, 
is equivalent to ſaying, Thou art ſelf- condemned. 
You have, Sir, what [ have to ſay in Anſwer 
to your ObjeQions againſt my Interpretation; 
and I now leave it to the Reader to judge, with 
what Decency you have charged me with going, 
againſt the Current of antient and modern Ver- 
E 2 „ions, 


* lbid, p. 34 35. 
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ſions, and the general Senſe of the moſt judicious 
and karned Commentators *. I have told you 

| before, Sir, that the Difference affects not Ver- 
ions: Whether antient or modern, they will 
bear my Senſe as well as the Original. As to the 

Interpretation there are two Points to be con- 

ſidered : 1. Whether the Word aurora i- 

1805 ſelf-condemned, be capable of the Senſe ! 

have put upon it. 2. Whether this Senſe 
og to be put upon it. We are advanced at 
preſent no farther than the firſt Point, and here 
all your Objections end. I muſt confeſs, Sir, 
. I always thought (as I do now think) this 
Point at leaſt to be very ſecure; for it is no- 
thing elſe but a plain Deduction from the Uſe 
of the radical Words in ſeveral Paſſ:ges of 
Scripture, in the Interpretation of which I haye 
all the Commentators on my Side, whom you 
perpetually contradict. But then, 2. as to the 
other Poin', ought; the Word in this Place 
(which happens to be the only Place in which 
it occurs) to be thus interpreted ? Here indeed 
I differ widely frem ſome Commentators, yet 
not greatly from others, whom 1 have as much 
Right to call the 20% judicious and learned, as 
you have to beſtow the ſame Titles upon thoſe, 
whom you like better, becauſe they ſerve 
your Purpoſe better. There are various Inter- 
pretations of this Paſſage. Eraſmus and Dr. 
Hammond go one Way; Dr. Waterland another; 
all of them agree in rejecting your Interpreta- 
tion. 1 have not obtruded mine, nor do I 
thiok 
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think it would become me to obtrude it: And 
though upon ſome Occaſions I am charged with 
being pert and dogmatical; yet here, becauſe 
I ſpeak with Deference, and give my Senſe 
only as a Conjetture, you are pleaſed to treat 
me with great Scorn. It is a hard Matter to 
pleaſe you, Sir, and I ſhall not attempt it: 
But I will try to make good what I ſaid, That 
whether my Interpretation be right or not, 
yours is wrong. In this Point, I am ſure Iam 
not alone; or if you think I am, read what Dr, 
Waterland has ſaid upon this Subject in his 
Importance of the Doctrine of the Trinity. My 
Objections are in the main the ſame with his; 
and they are not new, My Method now leads 
me to conſider your Anſwer to theſe Objections ; 
and if in this Part of the Queſtion I am obliged 
to differ from ſome Perſons of Weight, I cannot 
help it. The Matter is to be decided by Argu- 
ment, not by Authority; and co Argument 
we will go. I ſhall repeat my Objections in 
ſuch Order as will beſt ſerve for the avoiding 
Confuſion, and reduce ſuch Particulars as I find 
in your Letter, under their proper Heads, 

As a Foundation to build upon, I have 
ſuggeſted, that Titus was not the ſingle Per- 


ſon in the Chriſtian Church, who was en- 


truſted with the Power of rejeing Hereticks ; 
becauſe that was a ſanding Power in all 
Churches at that Time. For the Proof of 
which I referred to ſeveral Texts of Scripture *. 


In Anſwer to this you ſay, 1. That the Rule 


in 


* See iſt Letter, p. 23. 
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in St. Paul was a Direction to Titus, and 10 
Bim only*, But in this you contradict your 
ſelf; for ſpeaking elſewhere of the Giſt of 
diſcerning Spirits, you fay, you may juſtly 
ſuppoſe that they (i. e. the Apoſtles, & cetera, 
or the Apoſtles and other | Apoſtolical]'Men) 
were aſſiſted by it in detecting and expoſing He- 
reticks, who never weie , could be ſo dangerous 
as in the infant unſettled State of the Church, 
Were there no Hereticks but at Crete? We 
hear of them in all Churches. Therefore there 
were Diſcerners of Spirits in all Churches, to 
whom the Direction muſt be ſuppoſed to ex- 
tend, as well as to 77. Thus far your own 
Reatoning goes; and if you look, you will 
find that other Perſons were directed to reject 


Hkreticls, as well as Titus. St. Paul ſays to 


the Romans, Mars them which cauſe Diviſions» 
and Offences, CONTRARY 70 the DOCTRINE which 
ye have learned, and avoir them. Rom, xvi, 17, 
To Timothy, Shun profane and vain Babblings ; 
i. e. avoid, or withdraw thy ſelf from thoſe 
who babble profane and vain Things ; or, 
which 1s all one, from thoſe who oppoſe the 


Doctriue thou haſt already received. For, 


their Word will eat as doth a Canker ; of whom 
is Hymeneus and Philetus, who concerning the 
Truth have erred, ſaying, that the Reſurrection 
is paſt already, and overthrown the Faith of 
ſome. 2 Tim. ii. 16, 17, 18. And St. John 
gives this general Rule; If there come avy unto 

4 you, 


* Letter, p. 48. + Thid. p. 46. 
$ Vid. Poicm. Tract. P. 190. 


l 


A Second Letter to Mr. FosTER. 39 


you, and bring not this Doctrine (viz. THE 


DocTRINE OF CuR1ST, mentioned in the fore- 


going Verſe) receive him not into your Houſe, 
neither bid him God ſpeed ; for he that biddeth 
him God ſfeed, is Partaker of his evil Deeds. 
2 John x. Open Oppugners of the Chriſtian 
Faith were not (in thoſe Days) to be vouch- 
ſafed ſo much as the lotet Tokens of civil 
Familiarity ; which concludes a fortiori, that 
ſach were not to be admitted to the Tokens or 
Privileges of religious Fellogwſhip. But you 
object, 2. That theſe Texts ſay not a Syllable 
of HERESY or HERETicxs *. No Matter for 
that, Sir; they ſpeak plainly and exprefly of 
Oppugners of the Chriſtian Doctrine, as deli- 
vered by the Apoſtles; ard if you will grant 
me (whieh you cannot deny) that ſuch were 
to be ſeparated from Chriſtian Fellowſhip, you 
may take the Worps Hereſy and Hereticks, 
and diſpoſe of them as you pleaſe. If you 
lay, that theſe were not Hereticks in the 
Scripture Senſe, the Conſequence will only be 
this; viz. both that Hereticks (whatever that 
Word ſignifies) were to be rejected, and Op- 
fugners of the Chriſtian Doctrine too. And 
what will you get by this? Is not your View, 
in maintaining that none are Hereticks but 
thoſe who are condemned in their own Con- 
ſcience, to ſhew, that none are to be excluded 
from Communion for departing from the Faith, 
but thoſe who are thus condemned? What 
does it avail you then to ſay, that Hereticks 


Are 
* Letter, p. 53. 
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are not here named, if it ſtands firm againſt 


you, that Oppugners of the Chriſtian Doctrine 
were to be rejected? But if this was the Caſe, 


that all Oppugners of the Chriſtian Faith were 


to be rejected without Diſtinction, I ſee no 
Reaſon to ſuppoſe that they were not Here- 
ticks in St. Paul's Senſe of that Word. That 
they were a "Ameoce, it is plain; and if they 
were ſuch a "Agen; as was to be rejected, they 
were then Hereticks in St. Paul's Meaning. 
The Queſtion then is, Whether theſe Paſ- 
fages import, that 411 Oppugners of the 
Chriſtian Doctrine were to be rejected without 
Diſtinction? I ſay they. were; you deny it, 
and maintain that thoſe oy were to be rejected, 
who oppoſed the Chriſtian Doctrine againſt the 
 Convition of their 6wn-Minds. Hence ariſes 
another Queſtion, which brings on the main 
Difficulty : How could this be judged of ? 
For if Men who departed from the Faith were 


to be rejected, for Reaſons only of which no 


body could judge, the Conſequence is, that 
None were to be rejected; and the Rule there- 
fore was given in vain To ſolve this Diffi- 
culty you have Recourſe to the Gift of diſcern- 


ing Spirits, which you interpret to ſignify the 


Power of knowing Mens Hearts: aud to ſatisfy 
the whole ObjeQion, it is neceſſary for you to 
ſay, both that Zitus had this Gift, and that it 


was a ſtanding Gift in the Apoſtolick Age. 
For if the rejecting thoſe who departed from 


the Faith was a flanding Truſt, it will follow, 
that the Power by which Men were qualified 


WD ; 
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to execute that Truſt muſt have been a For 
ing Power. Let us then conſider theſe two 
Points diſtinctly. And, 


1. As to Titus. Great as he was, he was 
not greater than the Apoſtles; and concerning 
theſe I took the Liberty to move a Queſtion, 
Whether any of them ever had the Knowledge 
of Mens Hearts communicated to them by the 
Holy Ghoſt *. You have now undertaken to 
ſhew, that upon ſome Occaſions they had that 


Power. I will conſider your Evidences, be- 


| cauſe the 1% ſure this Foundation ſhall appear 
to be, the weaker muſt be the Superſtructure 
that reſts upon it. Your firſt Caſe is the Caſe 
of Ananias and Sapphira, recorded Ats v. 
Their Sin and their Puniſhment are well 
known; and the ſingle Point here is, Does it 
appear "that the Apoſtles knew theſe Perſons 
Hearts, in any Senſe that will ſerve your Pur- 
pole ? You begin with obſerving, that the 
Fraud, for which they were ſo remarkably pu- 
niſhed, we may well imagine, was SECRETLY 
tranſacted J. By which you would give us 
to underſtand, that the Apoſtles could no other 


way come to the Notice of i it, but by Revela- 


tion from the Holy Ghoſt. This might have 
been the Cauſe for ought I can tell; but you 

muſt give me Leave to ſay, T here is no Evi- 
dence of it. An Eſtate could not be ſold, but 
ſomebody muſt buy it. How many were 


concerned 


* 1ſt Letter, p. 24, 25. 5 Letter, p. 46. 
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concerned in the Tranſaction, we cannot tell; 
but be they more or fewer, it is very poſſible 
that the Apoſtles might, ſome way or other, 
have privately underſtood what the Price was. 
Such kind of Diſcoveries are neither new, nor 
unfrequent. It is weak therefore in you to 
alledge, It does not APPEAR that St. Peter 
either did or could receive any Information about 
it ; and therefore the Suppoſition is groundleſs 
and frivolous *, The Point is not, Whether 
it appears that they had Information; but, 
Whether it appears that they neither had, nor 
could have had Information. Zou are to bring 
the Evidence, not I. — You proceed, f 
there had been nothing extraordinary in the 
Manner of their Conviction (that is to ſay, If 
the Apoſtles did not come to the Knowledge 
of the Fraud by Inſpiration) the Crime with 
which they were charged muſt have been proved 
by the Tefiimony of competent Witneſſes. By 
which if your Meaning were only to ſay, that 
if they did not know it by Inſpiration, they 

muſt have ſufficient Proof of it ſome other 
May; this is the very thing which I ſay they 
might poſſibly have had; and we are but juſt 
where we were before. But, by what fol- 
lows, I gueſs you mean, that theſe Perſons 
ought to have been tried publickly in the Face 
of the Church; for you add — This is the 
Chriſtiau Rule cited by vouR sEIT. Right, 
Sir, in Caſes of common Scandal, and where 
Perſons are to be proceeded againſt in the or- 


dinary 
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dinary Way of Eccleſiaſtical Cenſure, fo it 
ought to be. But when God intended to take 
the Matter into his own Hand, and puniſh the 
Offenders by an exemplary Act of Juſtice, 
what Need, what Room was there for ſuch 
Formalities? Was not the very Puniſhment of 
the Sin the ſtrongeſt Evidence of the Fact that 
could be given? Your Evidence therefore is 
thus far ſhort. But, the Expreſſions made uſe 
of are firong the other way ; i. e. ſtrong to 
prove that the Apoſtles had Notice of the 
Fraud by Revelation. Let us try. The firſt 
Expreſſions are St. Peter's Words to Ananias, 
Ver. 3, 4. Why hath Satan filled thine HEART 
to lye to the Holy Ghoſt? — And, Why haf 
thou conceived this thing in thy Heart? In 
which all that the Apoltle ſays is, that Satan 
had filled his Heart to lye, and that he had 
conceived (a Lye) in bis Heart. And if he 
knew that he told a Lye, had he not Reaſon 
enough to ſay ſo, which way ſoever he came 
by that Knowledge? The Words of the 
Apoſtle to Sapphira on the ſame Occaſion 
(Ver. 9.) may ſeem perhaps to have more 
Weight in them: How is it that ye have agreed 
together to TEMPT the Spirit of the Lord? But 
even theſe will not amount to a Proof; for the 
Preſumption of theſe Perſons was either way 
the ſame. If the Holy Ghoſt did not reveal 
this Fraud to the Apoſtles, Ananias ought to 
have conſidered that ght; and ſhould not 
have made ſo dangerous an Experiment as to 
TRY whether RE could | or would | dated and 


2 puniſh 
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puniſh their Fraud and Hypocriſy, It is thus, 
Sir, that you your ſelf have explained tempt- 


ing the Spirit of the Lord. So that the Words 
of St. Peter will | neceſſarily | import no more 
than this, that they knew, or ought to baye 
known and conſidered, that the Spirit of God 
dwelling in the Apoſtles, was able to diſcoyer 
to them this Fraud, how ſecretly ſoever it 
might have been tranſacted; which is a great 
Truth indeed, but nothing to your Purpoſe. 
But let us ſuppoſe that they did know by 
the Revelation of the Holy Ghoſt, for how 
much the Land was ſold : How will it follow, 
that the Apoſtles knew theſe Perſons Hearts? 
If I have certain Evidences that a Man has 
cheated me of ſo much Money, and he ſhould: 
ſay, he has nor cheated me, I muſt know him 
to be a Lyar, but am I therefore a Searcher of 
his Heart? It is all one of what Kind this 
Evidence is, whether divine or human. I know 
(in either Caſe) that the Man falſifies i» that 
thing, but not by any ſuppoſed miraculous 
Power of knowing what ſecretly paſſes in his 
Breaſt, but by comparing the Tad (which I 
know upon Evidence) with the Man's Pro- 
feſſion Thus it was, that Eliſha knew that his 
Servant Gehazi had deceived him: (2 Kin. v.) 
The Spirit of God had revealed to him, that 
Gehazi had followed Naaman, and took Pre- 
ſents from him, which Gehazi, being que- 
ſtioned, denied. He knew him therefore, I ſay, 
to be a Lyar, and I am not at all unwilling to 
admit, that by the ſame Way, the Apoſtle 
might 
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might and did know, that Ananias and his Wife 
were Lyars. But what Reſemblance hath this. 
with the Power you talk of, of looking into 
Mens Hearts, and knowing, without any At on 
their Part ſecret or open, that they acted againſt 
their own Senſe and Conviction of Things? _ 
Your next Caſe is that of Elymas the Sorcerer, 
of whom it is faid, (Alis xiii. 8.) that he 
withſiood Paul and Barnabas, and ſought to 
turn away the Deputy Sergius Paulus (whom 
they had Jately converted) from the Faith: 
Whereupon, Paul, filled with the Holy Ghoſt, 
ſet his Eye on bim, and ſaid, O full of all Subtlety 
and all Miſchief, thou Child of the Devil, thor 
Enemy of all Righteouſneſs, wilt thou not ceaſe 
to pervert the right Way of the Lord? Upon. 
which you remark, © It is moſt natural to be- 
« lieve, that St. Paul exerciſed the Gift of diſæ 
« cerning Spirits in this Caſe, becaufe what he 
« ſays of him, relates chiefly to the inward. 
« Subtlety, Deceit, and Malice of his Heart, 
and the Principles and Motives by which 


. © he was influenced; which were as difficultly 


„to be known as the Self-Congemnation of a 
« Heretick without an immediate divine Reve- 
* lation.” x But why fo, Sir? Is not every 
Tree known by its Frnits? Do not evil Deeds 
diſcover an evil Heart? And is it not expreſly 
faid of this Man, that he was a Sorcerer? If 
it is your Opinion, that a Man may deny every 
Article of the Creed, and be an honeft fincere 
Man ; I belieye it is the firſt time we ever. 


heard: 
Letter, p. 41, 42. 
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heard of ſincère Wizards, or ſincere Conjurers, 
and it ſhould ſeem, that you are under the 
Power of ſome very ſtrong Enchantment your 
ſelf, that you can ſeriou/ly argue in ſuch a 
manner as this. The Caſe is exactly like that 
of Simon the Sorcerer, to whom Peter ſaid, 
Thy HART is not RIGHT in the Sight of God. 
—— And I perceive that thou art in the Gall of 
Bitterueſs, and in the Bond of Iniquity, Acts viii, 
21, 23. Here are as ſtrong Expreſſions about 
the inward Diſpoſit ions as in the other Caſe, 
And how did the Apoſtle know them? Why 
the ſame Way, Sir, that you or I might have 
known them; by his offering Money for the 
Power of beſtowing the Gifts of the Holy Ghoſt; 
which was an Evidence to common Senſe, that 
he received Baptiſm not through a religious Prin- 
ciple, but in Hopes of Gain. I wonder, Sir, 
that you did not appeal to this, as another In- 
ſtance fit for your Purpoſe ! 

Your laſt Caſe is, Ads xiv. 9. where it is 
ſaid of the lame Man at 2 that St. Paul 
ſedſaſily beholding him, and perceiving that he 
had Faith to be Fealed! ſaid with a loud Voice, 
Stand upright, &&c. Your Remark is this; 
« There is not the moſt diſtant Intimation in 
« the Hiſtory, that this Man gave any outward 
© Diſcoveries or Expreſſions of his Faith; but 
« *tis only ſaid, that St. Paul fedfafily beheld 
« him, and perceived that he had Faith to be 
cc healed : — So we are told, that the Prophet 
« Eliſha ſettled his Countenance ſtedfaſily upon 
© Hazael, when he diſcerned by Inf 2 

| cc the 
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the Ambition, lurking Baſeneſs, and Cruelty 
« of his Temper, which tended to the Murder 
« of his Prince, and the Deſolation of all 


« [ſrael.” * It is too much for you, Sir, to ſay 


(with reſpe& to the impotent Man) that there 
is not the moſt diſtant Intimation in the Hiſtory, 
that he gave any outward Diſcoveries or Ex- 
preſſions of his Faith. For the Hiſtory ſays 
(as you have obſerved) that St. Paul ſſedfaſtly 
BEHELD Him, and PERCELYED. that he had Faith, 
Sc. By which many Interpreters have under- 
ſtood, that he gathered from his Countenance, 
Geſtures, Attention, and the like, that he was 
a proper Subject, whereupon to exerciſe the 
miraculous Power of Healing. And as you 
can never prove, that no Man could give ſuch 
outward Evidences of his Faith as were ſuffi- 
cient in ſuch a Caſe, ſo you can as little prove, 
that this Man did not, tho' the Hiſtory hath 
not recorded the particular Circumſtances. 
But the Caſe of Hagael, which you mention 
as parallel to this, deſerves Conſideration : 
You take it for granted here, that Eliſha bis- 
CERNED by Inſpiration the Ambition, lurking 
Baſeneſs, and Cruelty of his Temper. But if 
you had cited the whole Hiſtory, perhaps your 
Readers might have found, at leaſt, ſome Cauſe 
of Doubt. You ſay, that Eliſha ſettled his Coun- 
tenance fledfaſily upon HAZAti, But the Text 
ſays no ſuch Thing; but only, that he ſertled 
his Countenance ſledfaſilyly--Upon HAzAEx it is 
not ſaid, and Interpreters underſtand it diffe- 

x | rently, 
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rently. But you thought it (I ſuppoſe) for 
your Purpoſe to make him look upon Hazael 
ſtedfaſtly, that the Caſe might the better tally 
with the Caſe of St. Paul, who beheld the im- 
potent Man ſedfaſtly; tho' if the Cafes had 
agreed in this Particular, I ſee not what you 
would have got by it; for ſurely, you do not 
mean it as a Proof, either that the Apoſtle or 
the Prophet knew the Heart, that they looked 
ſtedfaſily upon Mens Faces: What Proof then 
have we! Why read, and you ſhall ſee: And 
Eliſha — ſetthd his Countenance ftedfaſtly, 
until he (He or Hazatr) -was aſhamed, and 
the Man of God wept. Aud Hazael ſaid, Why 
weepeth my Lord? And he anſwered, Becauſe I 


know the Evil that thou wilt do unto the Chil. 


dren of Iſrael; — THE LORD HATH SHEWED 
ME, THAT THOU SHALT BE KING OVER SYRIA. 
You ſee here what it was that God revealed to 
the Prophet by Inſpiration, viz. That Hazael 
ſhould be King of Syria. It was revealed like- 
wiſe how he would deal by [/razl, that he 


would ſet on fire their ſirong Holds, flay their 


young Men with the Sword, &c. Here was a 
Deed foretold, that Hazael was to do; and if 
the Prophet knew his inward Diſpoſition, there 
is no ſort of Appearance that he knew it any 
farther than the Foreknowledze of this Deed in- 
ferred it, in which View the Cafe will be pa- 
rallel to that of Ananias and Sapphira, before- 
mentioned ; and we ſhall have an Inftance- at 
moſt only of a Judgment of a Man's Mind 
founded upon the Knowledge (for — 

edge 
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ledge 18 Knowledge) of ſome Overt- AF, which 
if you will cai' the Knowledge of the Heart, it 
is /uch Knowledge of the Heart as is common 
every Day. But Iwill beg Leave to ſay, that 
there is no Evidence, that the Prophet knew 
any thing at all of Hagael's inward Diſpoſition, 
i. e. of his preſent inward Diſpoſition. For 
though Hazael was to do this, it does not fol- 
low, that he intended ar that time to do it, 
and his Anſwer to the Prophet ſpeaks the con- 
trary, What, is thy Servant a Dog, that he 

ould do this great Thing? Whether you un- 
derſtand this Paſſage as a Dete/tatjon of the 
Fact, or a Declaration, that he thought him- 
ſelf too inconſiderable a Perſon to attempt ſuch 
Matters; either will import, that he had Zhen 
no Thoughts of them; and it is very probable, 
that this Diſcovery made by the Prophet might 
be the very firſt Occaſion of his taking Mea- 
ſures to compaſs the Kingdom. 

The only Caſe which, in the State and Cir- 
cumſtances of it, ſuits your Purpoſe, is, that in 
the Firſt of Aus, where Matthias was choſen 
to the Apoſtleſhip, the Eleven had marked out 
two out of the whole Number of Believers 
equal (as it ſhould ſeem) in all outward Qua- 
lifications. Therefore, if they (by any mira- 
culous Power in themſelves) could have pro- 
nounced concerning their particular inard Vir- 
tues or Failings, this had been an Inſtance 
of that Power of knowing Mens Hearts, which 
you contend for in this Queſtion. But- this 
Caſe in the Iſſue happens to be full againſt 


ä ſbew whether 


wn Letter, p. 45. + Ibid. p. 47. 


50 A Second Letter to Mr. Fos TER. 


you; and the Apoſtles refer it toGod alone to ſhew 
them which he beſt approved, as who alone 
was able to judge in ſuch Matters as theſe: 
Thou, Lord, which knoweſt the Hearts of all Men, 


4 theſe two thou haſt choſen. It 
is in vain to ask here, Does it follow, that becauſe 
God alone knows the Hearts of Men ORIGINALLY 
and NECESSARILY, he could never upon any Oc- 
caſion communicate that Knowledge to others ? * 
It was never any Queſtion with me, Sir, nor 
ever ſhall be, what Knowledge God may or 
may not communicate. It 1s clear that God 
did not communicate this Power to the A 

ſtles on this Occaſion : This is what I ſay. And 
I fay farther, (whether you will bear it or not) 
that this Inſtance ſtands as a Preſumption againſt 
you, that he zever did communicate to them 
this Power, till you can produce ſome Evi- 
dence to ſhew that he ever did communicate it, 
(which you have not yet done) or give ſome 
Reaſon why it was not now communicated, 
that will conſiſt with ſuppoſing, that 1t might 
nevertheleſs be communicated on other Occa- 
ſions. The Occaſion only conſidered, ſurely 
there could never be greater Uſe of this Power 
than now ! —— But you tell me, that he Apo- 


files couLD not have the Gift of diſcerning Spi- 


rits, when Matthias was choſen to the Apoſtle- 
ſhip, becauſe the Holy Ghoſt was not THEN given. 
They were then wA1T1NG for the Promiſe of the 
Father, and £xptcCTING to be endued with Power 


from on high '+ What Power were they then 


waiting for ? Why that Power which was ne- 
20 os ceſſary 
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ceſſary to conſtitute them the Repreſentatives 
of Chriſt, and qualify them to preach the Go- 
ſpel throughout the World. Tx1s Power they 
had not, till the Holy Ghoſt came upon them at 
Pentecoſt, who was to be their Director in 
Chriſt's ſtead. But Powers they had, and mi- 
raculous Powers too, for all needful Purpoſes 
during the whole Courſe of our Saviour's Mi- 
niſtry on Earth; and why not this Power as 
well as any other? Why not now as well as 
hereafter, if it was conſiſtent with the Views of 
Providence to grant it them? All this Reaſoning 
I grant would be of no Force; if you could 
bring any Evidence, that the Apoſtles had, 
and me the Power of knowing Mens 
Hearts, after the Holy Ghoſt was come u 
them, God has a Right to diſpoſe of his own 
Gifts to whom and when he pleaſes ; and when 
it is once clear to us, that he has fo or ſo dif 
poſed of them, all Queſtions about the Reaſon- 
ableneſs of his doing it, are, or ought to be at 
an End, But till it appears upon Evidence, 
that the Apoſtles ever had the Power of know- 
ing Mens Hearts; I have a Right to ask this 
Queſtion, and it lies upon you to anſwer it. 
If it is not a concluſive Argument, (as I never 
pretended it is) tis a Conſideration that carries 
ſome Weight with it. WET. 5 

But if the Apoſtles never had the Power of 
knowing Mens Hearts communicated to them 
by the Holy Ghoſt, what does St. Paul mean 
by the Aizxpions TIvzv lll wn, the Diſcerning of 
Spirits, which he 1 I (1 Cor. xii. 10.) 

| 2 as 
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as a Gift in his Time? — What if I cannot 
tell what is preciſely intended by this Expreſ- 
fion ? If you do not think it a difficult Matter 


to explain the Nature of the ſeveral ſpiritual 


Gifts mentioned by St. Paul in this Chapter, 1 
do; and ſo will every one 4 it, that will make 
the Experiment. But tho? I cannot certainly 
rell what this diſcerning of Spirits was, I can 
certainly tell what po//zbly it might not have 
been, and that is the Power of knowing Men; 
Hearts; which you yourſelf confeſs : For all 
that you have attempted to prove is, that 


diſcerning of Spirits May ſignify the ſame as 


iſcerning of Hearts. * But you ſhould have 
remembered, Sir, that, to do your Work, it 
is incumbent upon you to ſhew, that it wvsr 
ſignify ſo: For if it be true only, that it may 
ſo ſignify, it is as true, that, it may ſignify 


ſomething elſe. You know very well, Sir, 


that many Interpreters underſtand it, as figni- 
fying the Power of diſtinguiſhing true Prophets 
from falſe; a very uſeful Gift at that Time, 
when (as St. Fohn ſays) many falſe Prophets 
were gone out into the World, Therefore he 
ſays, Believe not every Spirit, but try the Spirits, 
(Poniug2en Te mwpuere) whether they be ef 
God, 1 John iv. 1. It is very true what. you 
obſerve, that St. John here refers us to a natural 


Way of Trial, Hereby know ye the Spirit of 
«God: Every Spirit that confeſſeth that Jeſus 


Chriſt is come in the Fleſh, is of God, and every 


Spirit that confeſſeth not that Jeſas Chriſt 1s 
con 
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tome in the Fleſh, is not of God. This was one 


Way of trying Spirits, no doubt; to conſider 


whether the Tendency of their Doctrines was 
to draw Men from Chriit, or not, But this doth 
not hinder, but that there might be other | ſuper- 
natural] Ways, to which this Paſſage in St. 


Paul may refer. Upon ſuch uncertain Grounds 
nothing certain can be concluded on either 


Side; and if you have nothing to truſt to bur 
this ſingle Text, your Cauſe hangs upon a 


fender 'Thread. If ever the Apoſtles had this 


Power, one would reaſonably ſuppoſe they 
ſhould have exerciſed it, when they appointed 
Perſons to the Miniſiry. But we find not a 
ſingle Inſtance of this, even after the Holy 
Ghoſt was given. We read of particular Per- 
ſons being ſeparated for ſome ſpecial Purpoſes 
by divine Deſignation, as As xiii. 2. The 

Holy Ghoſt ſaid, Separate me Barnabas and Saul 


for the Work whereunto I have called them. 


And thus ſome ancient Writers tell us, that the 


Apoſtles conſtituted Biſhops and Deacons, Ser- 


Us 


Adouyrte TS me pan, making Trial of them by 
the Holy Ghoſt. That they ordained Tz amd 
T5 Tv ar. mmuan irs, ſuch as were ſignified 
to them by the Spirit, or Inos Xps wwwny. by 
the Counfels of Chriſt ae See 1 Tim. iv. 14. 


But this doth not imply, that the Apoſtles knew 
Mens Hearts, but that the Holy Ghoſt did 


ſome Way or other ſhew or diſcover to them 
what Perſons he bet approved. In ordinary 
Caſes, Mens Fitneſs for the Miniſtry was judged 


and 
Vid. Whitby in 1 Cor. xi. 
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and Behaviour; and to this St. Paul directs both 
Timothy and Titus; (ſee 1 Tim. iii. Tit, i. 
6, 7.) why not to the Gift of diſcerning Spirit, 
too, if they had any ſuch Gift for this Purpoſe? 


If the Witneſs of Men is great, the Witneſs of 


God is yet greater. — But I do not undertake 
to determine abſolutely, that the Apoſtles never 
had the Power of knowing Mens Hearts; 
neither need I: All J ſay is, that you have not 
yet produced ſufficient Evidence, that they 
ever had any ſuch Gift. When you will pro- 
duce better, it may be conſidered, 
Mean while it is very obvious, that the 
Cauſe between us will not be decided by this 
Queſtion ; ſuppoſing you could prove, that 
upon ſome extraordinary Occaſions the Apoſtles 
had the Power of knowing Mens Hearts com- 
municated to them by the Holy Ghoſt : For 
the Point will ſtill be, Whether it was a ſtand- 
ing Gift in thoſe Times. Suck your Interpre- 
tation requires it ſhould have been. I had 
expreſſed my ſelf, with ſome Aſurance, that 
it was 770 ſtanding Gift, To which you an- 
fwer, © If by its not being a flanding Gift 
« you mean, that the Apoſtles, &c. had it 
< not always, and upon all Occafions ; this I 
«- conceive will be but little to your Purpoſe ; 
« becauſe if they were enabled to exerciſe it 
<« on ſpecial Exigencies, when the Good of the 
Church more particularly required it, I may 
« juſtly ſuppoſe that they were aſlifted by it 
« in detecting and expoſing Hereticks, who 
never were or could be ſo dangerous as in 
the infant and unſettled State of the 
| « Church.” 


— a ww a - Sts a 


A Second Letter to Mr. FOS TR. 55 


« Church *.” You have put the Matter upon 
a very fair Foot, and I defire no more. You 
ſuppoſe here, that the Gift of knowing Mens 
Hearts was given (among other Uſes) for the 
Purpoſe of detefFing Hereticks ; and conſe- 
quently, that thoſe who were entruſted with 
the Power of rejecting Hereticks, always had 
it, when the Queſtion concerning the rejecting 
Hereticks came under Conſideration. Once 
more then give me to Leaye to ask, Is it cre- 
dible, that all Biſhops in the Apoſtolick Age 
had the Gift of knowing Mens Hearts ? 'This 
Queſtion was asked you before; but you re- 
| fuſe to anſwer, and ſay — I know not why 
the Biſbops of the Church are brought into this 
Controverſy $. They are not brought into this 
Controverſy, as any Part of it: For the Que- 
ſtion is, Who are to be rejected? not, Who 
have POWER 70 reject them? I ſpeak according 
to my own Opinion, when I mention the Bi- 
ſhops as ſtanding at the Head of Eccleſiaſtical 
Diſcipline. This, I find, does not pleaſe you. 
— Well! take your own Way, and ſee what 
you will get by it. You ſay, That © in the 
very Texts which I have quoted, that relate 
to Church Diſcipline, and the ſeparating 
« Perſons from Chriſtian Fellowſhip, both 
% Admonition and Rejefion are repreſented 
as the Acts of the Church, or Body of the 
“ Chriſtian People d.“ Right or wrong, Sir, 
you are (if you will excuſe me the Rudeneſs of 
once returning you your own Language) moſt 

unfor- 
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unfortunate For, do you not perceive that 
the Difficulty encreaſes upon you? Upon the 
Epiſcopal Scheme you have only to anſwer for 
the Biſhops of the Church, and to ſay, that 
_ they had, all of them, the Power of knowing 
Mens Hearts; a thing which no Man in his 
Wits can believe, whoever ſays it. But incre- 
dible as this is, it is ſtill more incredible, that 
the whole Church, or Body of the Chriſtian 
People, ſhould have the Power of knowin 
Mens Hearts; which yet muſt be afferted, if 
what you ſay be true, that Diſcipline was ex- 
erciſed upon the Foot of this Gift, and that the 
Church, gr whole Body of the Chriſtian People, 
were the Adminiſtrators. If you ſay, that the 
Church in ſuch Caſes might receive Information 
from ſome one particular gifted Perſon among 
them; this will throw back the Adminiſtration 
of Diſcipline into the Hands of that one parti- 
cular Perſon: For there the Adminiftration of 
Diſcipline muſt for ever reſt, where its /ole ef- 
ſential Foundation lies. ä | 
But to decide this Matter all at once; I will 
now offer one Conſideration, to ſhew, that 
the Power of knowing Mens Hearts, granted 
(if ic was granted) to Apoſtles or Apoſtolical 
Men, was not granted for the Uſes of Church 
Diſcipline, to what Purpoſes elſe ſoever it 
might ſerve. The Reaſon is, that outward 
and - viſihle Communion (to which Church Di- 
ſcipline is purely relative) never ſtood, or can 
ſtand, upon Mens internal Qualifications, but 
upon their outward Profeſſions and viſible Be- 
baviour, 
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haviour. Chriſt, who certainly knew what 
was in Man *, received all that came to him; 
and among the twelye Apoſtles that he choſe, 
one of them had a Devil. The Apoſtles acted 
after the ſame Manner, requiring the Profe/- 


fron of Faith and Repentance in all; and upon 


ſuch Profeſſion receiving them as Members of 
Chriſt's viſible Church by Baptiſm. Now, if 
the outward Profeſſion and Behaviour was a 
ſufficient Ground of Admittance into the 
Church, it muſt have been a ſufficient Ground 
of Excluſion from the Church; nor is any Law 
more juſt, or ſo eſſential to the yery Being of 


a Society, than that thoſe ſhould be turned out 


who have departed from the Conditions, upon 
which they were at firſt received. It was to 
this View of the Caſe that I meant to lead 
you, when I asked you this Queſtion; JF the 
Apoſtles had the Gift of knowing Mens Hearts, 
why would it not have been as properly exerciſed 
in admitting Men into the Church, as in caſt- 
ing them out +? To which you return, with - 
an Air of Confidence, Tou don't know, Sir, 
but it was thus exerciſed : For, becauſe we 
have no particular Account of a Thing, will 
you therefore conclude it x EVER happened 9? 
What do you mean, Sir, by never happened? 
It muſt ever have happened, or not at all. 
For if the outward Profeſſion and Behaviour 
was a ſufficient Ground for Admiſſion into the 
Church, there could be 20 Le of this = to 

H diſtin- 


* John ii. 24. t 1ſt Letter, p. 25. 5 Letter, P. 46, 47. 
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diſtinguiſh the Sincere from the Iufincere; and 
then it could vr happen, as indeed we do 
not find that it ever did happen. On the other 
hand; if the outward Profeſſion and Behaviour 
was not a ſufficient Ground for Admiſſion into 
the Church, it muſt ever have happened; for 
the ſame Reafon which makes it neceſfary in 
one Inſtance, makes it neceſſary in all. Under 
Favour therefore, Sir, I do know, that the A 
ſtles never exerciſed this ſuppoſed Gift in ad- 
mitting Men into the Church; becauſe I 4 
know, that it was not always exerciſed by thoſe 
who were ſent to adminiſter Baptiſm ;* of 
which we have a plain Inſtance in the Cafe of 
Simon Magus beforementioned, who received 
Baptiſm, tho' (as it very quickly appeared) 
he was in the Gall of Bitterneſs, and in the 
Bond of Iniquity. You felt, I ſuppoſe, Sir, 
where this Matter would pinch ; and faw 
plainly enough (as indeed every one -elfe muff 
fee) what Heaps of Abſurdities will ariſe, if 
once we come to reſt Mens Right of Admiffion 
into the Church upon their internal Qualifica- 
tions. And therefore you have provided your 
ſelf with a Retreat, ſuch a one as it is: For 
you add — Or, becauſe we do not find that 
an extraordinary Gift was exerciſed in ſome 
particular Inflances, in which our T6NORANCE 
or PRESUMPTION leads us to think it OUGHT to 
have been exerciſed, are we at Liberty to ſup- 
poſe, AGAINST PROBABLE Hiſtorical EVIDENCE, 
that it was NEVER exerciſed? Here, Sir, you 
are willing to grant, that the Gift of knowing 
e Mens 
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Mens Hearts was never exerciſed by the Apo- 
ſtles for the Purpoſe of admitting Men into 
the Church; and your Reaſoning hinges upon 
this, That it is /z#orance or Preſumption in me 
to argue (againſt probable hiſtorical Evidence, 
if you may be believed) that, becauſe it was 
not exerciſed in this Particular, #herefore it 
was not exerciſed in any other ; i. e. (for ſo 
you mean) in the Caſe of reje/Zing Men from 
the Church. As to your probable hiftorical 
Evidence, there is no ſuch Thing: For what- 
ever Probability there may be, that the Apo- 
ſtles, or other (Apoſtolical) Men, had the Gift 
of knowing Mens Hearts upon ſome Occaſions, 
there is not the leaſt Shadow of Evidence, that 
it was given for the Uſe of Church Diſcipline, 
or that they ever exerciſed it on that Occaſion, 
Of this, I ſay, there is no (even probable) Evi- 
dence, nor have you ſo much as offered: to 
produce any, except that ſingle Rule of St. 
Paul about rejedting Hereticks ; which, be- 
cauſe it is the very Subject of the Queſtion, 
cannot be brought in Evidence. If then you 
have no Evidence of Fa# to lay againſ} my 
Argument, it muſt have its full Weight ; and 
thus it ſtands, You ſay, That the Power of 
knowing Mens Hearts was given to the Apoſtles 
for the Uſe of Church Diſcipline in rejecting 
Hereticks. I anſwer, That it could not be 
given for this Purpoſe, nor ever exerciſed on 
ſuch Occaſions. For the Uſe of this Gift is to 
diſtinguiſh Mens internal Dualifications, and 
viſible Communion (to which Church Diſcipline 

„ is 
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is relative) has nothing to do with Mens interna] 
ualifications, but only the external Profe 
| — — This 1 have proved A 
with reſpect to Admiſſion into the Church; and 
if the Right of Ad miſſion has nothing to do 
with Mens internal Qualifications, why ſhould 
the Right of Excluſion have any thing to do 
with them? This, Sir, is my Argument; and 
when you have anſwered it, it will be time 
enough to tell me of my Tenorance and Pre- 
Jum tion. 
here is another Branch of the ſame Argu- 
ment, which you have intirely dropt. Ay 
would not this Gift (of knowing Mens Hearts) 
have been as properly exerciſed in caſting thoſe 
out of the Church, who covered over a naughty 
Heart by fair Profeſſions, as thoſe who oppoſed 
the Truth wilfully *? This is the other Part of 
my Queſtion. And clear it is, that the conti- 
ml the Privileges of viſible Communion to 
thoſe who depart from the Profeſſion, but hold 
their Integrity, and the denying it to thoſe 
who hold the Profeſſion in Hypocriſy, are 
equally right, or equally wrong, according to 
the different Views in which viſible Commu- 
nion is conſidered. That is to ſay, If Mens 
Title to the Privileges of viſible Communion 
reſts upon their internal Qualifications, they 
are both right ; if upon the Profeſſion and out. 
ward Behaviour, they are both wrong. And 
why was not Right to be done in both Caſes, 
when the Power of doing it was equal in both? 


But 


* if Letter, p. 25. 
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But who ever heard of any one's being rejected 
from Communion, whoſe Faith ſtood unre- 
proved, and whoſe Behaviour in all Appear- 
ance was unblameable? MESSE 
As this Argument ariſes from the Nature of 


viſible Communion, the Force of it will not 
be confined to the Apoſtolick Age (with which 


only we have hitherto been concerned) but 


extend it {elf to thoſe Ages (to which we now 
advance; viz.) the Ages /ince Inſpiration 
ceaſed ; and here the Abſurdity of your Scheme, 
and of the Interpretation upon which it ſtands, 
grows up to its full Perfection. To ſay that 
the Apoſtles, or Apoſtolical Men, might judge of 
the Sincerity of Mens Hearts by [n/piration, 
and upon ſuch Judgment exerciſe the Power of 
rejecting Hereticks, if it is not Truth, has 
ſomething in it that carries a Colour with it. 
But it cannot even be ſuggeſied of uninſpired 
Men, that they can judge of Mens Hearts; 
and therefore, if (as you maintain) none are 
to be rejected as Hereticks, but thoſe who 
deny the Faith againſt Conviction, and there 
be no Power in Being to diſcriminate ſuch from 
the Sincere and Upright, the Conſequence is, 
That the Right of rejecting Hereticks ceaſed 
with the miraculous Gifts ; and all Exerciſe of 
ſuch Power, from that Day to this, muſt be 
Uſaurpation. This Conſequence, Sir, was fully 
laid before you in my former Letter; and it 
was for the Sake of this Conſequence, that I 
oppoſed your Interpretation, Will you then 
ſtand by this Conſequence, or will you not ? 

s Why 


„Opinion, That now, when extraordinary 


% Point of great Nicety to 
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Why here you ſhuffle. Though it be my 


« Ihuminations and Aſſiſtances are ceaſed, it is q 

5 of Hereſy; 
« and I have therefore asked, ¶ hat Rule we 
« have, by which to conduct our ſelves in En- 
« quiries of this Nature? and how we can cer- 
60 wy know, in WosT CASES at leaſt, whether 
« Man be a Heretick, or not? it can by no 
ce means be inferred from hence, that I think 
« Hereſy can NEVER be known. There are 
c Caſes ſuppoſeable, in which I may conclude 
« that an Offender is /elf-condemned, with 
« much greater Probability than you can de- 
& termine, without being infallible, that he 
ce errs from the Faith. If (to uſe an Inſtance 
« St. Paul has given) any Man teac hes the 
« Immorality of Theft, and yet is a Thief 
<< himſelf, 1 have very good Reaſon to believe, 
« that he knows himſelf to be in the wrong, 
« and acts directly againſt the Senſe of his own 
« Mind, either in condemning Theft, or prac- 
cc tiſing Theft. And ſome Caſes of ereſy 
« may be equally notorious. 'Theſe Hints 
ec ſhall ſuffice for the preſent *,” A little 


Matter, I perceive, Sir, will /afice for You, 


when you are in the Humour of being ſatiſ- 
fied. But I muſt have a few Words with you, 
before we part, for my own, and for the com- 
mon Satisfaction. 

I obſerve, in the firſt place, that you here 
deny a Conſequence of your Doctrine, which 


1 
Letter, p. 48, 49. 
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in your Sermon you have expreſly owned : For 
you ſay, It. can BY NO MEANS BE INFERRED, 
that you think HERETICXS can NEVER be known. 
But your Sermon runs thus: Indeed, in the 
« firſt Age of Chriſtianity, when the extra- 
« ordinary Gifts of the Holy Ghoſt were com- 
« municated (of which one was the Gift of 
« diſcerning Spirits) this Matter (7. e. whe- 
« ther a Man be a Heretick, or not) might 
« be more cafily decided. But waar Rurs 
« have we, now. theſe extraordinary Illumi- 
« nations and Aſſiſtances are ceaſed, by which 
« to conduct our ſelyes in Enquiries of this 
« Nature * ?.” I appeal to any common Engliſh 
Reader, whether asking the Queſtion, Nhat 
Rule have we? &c. is not equivalent to ſay- 
ing, that we have No Rule. And there is no- 
thing more plain : For, if we cannot know a 
Heretick, without knowing his Heart; it will 
follow, that, unleſs we have ſome Rule 
whereby to know the Heart, there can be no 
Rule of Judgment. How then ſhall we know 
a Man's Heart, now the Gifts of Inſpiration 
are ceaſed? Will you ſay, that he leads an 
immoral Life ? and thence infer, that he op- 
poſes the Truth wilfully, and againſt Convic- 
tion? This is your very beſt Plea ; but from 
this Plea you are precluded; for you grant, 
that a bad Life is no certain Proof in this Caſe. 
There is then no Way of knowing who is a 
Heretick, in your Senſe of Hereſy, unleſs you 
ſuppoſe a Caſe, which it is ridiculous OI 

| hat 
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That a- Man conſeſſes that he acts againſt Con- 
viction. Therefore, Sir, your ſaving Clauſes 
—— It is a Point of GREAT NIcET Y — We 
cannot certainly know, in MosT Gaſes at lat 
are all Grimace, and ſtand for nothing; 

That this is your own Senſe of the Matter, 
your Preſent Conduct plainly ſhews, how wil- 

oever you may be to di//emble it. You 
ſay, That there are Caſes SUPPOSABLE,' in which 
you may conclude an Offender SELE-CONDEMNED 
with much greater Probability, than J can de- 
termine that he errs from the Faith. It is no- 
thing to the Purpoſe at preſent, with how 
much Probability I can determine that a Man 
errs from the Faith. I ask you plainly, Sir, 
are there any Caſes ſuppoſable, in which it may 
certainly be concluded, that he who denies the 
Faith, denies it fully? If you ſay there are 
not; you give up the Point: If you think 
there are, why did you not name thoſe Caſes? 
You have mentioned a Caſe of Immorality ; 
but a Caſe of Hereſy you have not named, but 
only ſay, that so Caſes of Hereſy MAY BE 
equally notorious, and Hope (it ſhould ſeem) 
that I will be ſatisfied with theſe Hints What 
can be the Meaning of all this, Sir, but that 
you ſee the Conſequence plainly before you, 
and are afraid to own it? 

But if you are afraid of this Conſequence, I 
will tell you of another, which perhaps you 
will ½%½ care to own, though you cannot 
avoid it upon your Principles. It is this: That 
there ought to be no Exerciſe of Church Diſci- 

| pline, 


J Second Letter to Mr. FOS TER. 65 


pline, even with Reſpect to Immoralities; - if 
thoſe who do them ſhall have Confidence 
enough to zu/izfy themſelves. Take your own 
Caſe: If any Man Teachts the Immorality of 
Theft (ſay you) and yet is a Thief himſelf ; 
[ have very good Reaſon to believe, that he knows 
himſelf to be in the Wrong, either in condemning 
Theft, or practiſing Theft. Ves, Sir! you may 
infallibly be certain, that he knows himſelf to 
be in the Wrong in the one, or in the other. 
But ſuppoſe a Man declares Theſt to be lawful, 
and in Conſequence of this Principle comes and 
robs your Houſe; have you, any good Reaſon 
then to believe, that he knows himſelf to be in 
the Wrong? You do not /ay this, but put the 
whole Weight of your Argument upon the 
Man's TEAcHiNG the Immorality of Theft; and 
even in this Caſe you do not determine in which 
Point we may conclude, that he knows himſelf 
to be in the wrong, whether in. ſaaching the 
Immorality of Theſt, or in ſealing. But we 
will, if you pleaſe, Sir, put another Caſe, 
from the ſame St. Paul, which is in Point : 
'Tis that of the inceſtuous Perſon, 1 Cor. v. 
The Man had married his Father's Wife, which 
the Apoſtle calls Fornication, 2 as was not 
ſo much as named among the Gentiles; and re- 
primanding the Corinthians, firſt, that they 
had not already caſt the Offender out of the 
Church, orders it immediately to be done, 
Here is no Appeal to any giſted Men among 
them, who had the Power of diſcerning Spirits, 


nor any Directions given to examine a: 
I © 
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the Man had or had not acted againſt his Con- 
ſcience; and I apprehend, Sir, that if ſuch a 
Caſe ſhould now happen, and Diſcipline ſhould 
be exerciſed upon it, this Caſe of the Corin- 
thian might be pleaded in Juſtification of it. 
Yet there are Hundreds (I ſuppoſe) at this Day, 
who think, that there 1s nothing immoral in 
Marriages of this Kind ; nay, I am afraid, there 
are too many who think, that there 1s nothing 
immoral in Fornication of any Sort : It is but 
lately that we had a Book publiſhed openly 
jeftifying it. In Truth, it is hard to ſay what 


Action is ſo bad, as great Corruption of Heart, 


when it falls in with a weak Underſtanding, 
may not reconcile to Conſcience. The Scripture 
ſpeaks of thoſe, who call Evil Good, and Good 
Evil; who put Darkneſs for Light, and Light 


for Darkneſs ; Bitter for Sweet, and Sweet for 


Bitter Of thoſe upon whom God ſhould fend 
firong Deluſion, that they ſhould believe a Lie: 

Of thoſe who had 4 4 506 Mind, and whoſe 
Conſciences were ſeared with a hot Tron: And 
yet this wretched State, which infers the De- 
ſtruction of every thing that is good and vir- 
tuous in us, and will draw after it the ſevereſf 
Puniſhment from God, muſt (upon your Prin- 
ciples) be admitted as a Plea to ſcreen him from 


the Cenſures of the Church! If you had put 


your Diſtinction of a Heretick upon voluntary 
Error, you would have left room enough to 
bring all immoral Practices under Cenſure. 
For this I belieye, that 4 Men do or may 
know immoral Actions to be wrong, if it be — 
their 
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their own Fault. But this would not ſtand with 

your Notion of /elf-condemned; and therefore 

(for I can fee no other Reaſon for it) you have 

diſclaimed it. But if you diſclaim it in one 

Caſe, you muſt diſclaim it in bozh, or you muſt 

ſhew a Reaſon why the Self-Condemnation of the 

Offender is neceſſary to juſtify Church Cenſures 
in Points of Faith, and not neceſſary in Points 

of Practice. 

But to return: With Reſpect to Points of 
Faith, at leaſt, your Doctrine is plain and clear, 
that unleſs a Man be /elf-condemned, the Church 
has no Right to reject him for his Errors; and 
the Conſequence (Whether you will or not) 
muſt follow, that becauſe there is no knowing 
who is or who is not /e/f-condemned, there can 
be no lauful Exerciſe of Diſcipline in ſuch 
Caſes. You once confeſſed this in very ſtrong 
Terms: No E but thoſe who are endued with 
this preternatural Diſcerument are Fr to decide 
in Caſes of Hereſy; —— Which ſhould correct and 
reftrain the INSOLENCE of thoſe, who pretend to 
a Power which they are not entitled to. To 
repeat then my former Queſtion, (to which you 
have vouchſafed to give no Anſwer). I ask, 
Did the Exerciſe of this Diſcipline ce as in the 
Church, when the miraculous Gifts of the Holy. 
Ghoſt ceaſed? You know it did not. You 
know that Matters of Faith have ever been con- 
ſidered and treated by air Churches as proper 
Objects of Eccleſiaſtical Diſcipline, and conſe- 
quently, your Charge of IxSoLENce muſt fall 

„ 1 upon 
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upon the wa oLE Chriſtian Church from the 
Days of the Apoſtles till now ; which is not 
only Inſolence, but a great Abſurdity in you, 
who have paid ſuch Compliments to a EW 
great Names. Of theſe Names (and ſome 
others that might be added) I ſhall only ſay this, 
that in general they did not make that Uſe of 
their Interpretation, that you do. Whether 
conſiſtently, or not conſiſtently (in your Way of 


thinking and mine) it matters not, but in Fact 
it is true, that they thought their Interpreta- 


tion reconcileable to the ordinary Diſcipline of 
the Church, which, as Biſhops, they many of 


them exerciſed. And had this been your Caſe, 


you ſhould have enjoyed your Interpretation 
quietly for me. But You, Sir, (in Conſequence 
of your Interpretation) deny that Right of 
Judgment to the Church, which the Church 
hath exerciſed in all Ages, and demand of me 
a Proof of it from Scripture. Your Words are 
theſe; vi. When you have proved, that a 
© Direction given to Titus muſt be extended 
“eto all Chriftian Biſhops; or ſhewn, by clear 
« Paſſages from Scripture, that the Power of 
F* judging Hereſy, in every ſuppoſable Caſe 
of Hereſy, is a ftanding Power in all Ages 
of the Church, I promiſe to explain myſelf 
* more fully on this Head.” Your putting in 
theſe Words in every ſuppoſable Caſe, KC. 
means nothing. For your Intention 1s plainly 
to deny, that the Church hath any Right to 
judge of Hereſy; and this it is, of which you 
demand Proof. What Proof do you e 
| i 
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Sir? Would you have me produce ſome Paſ- 
ſage or Paſſages, where it is ſaid in /o many 
Words, That the Direction given to Titus muſt 
be extended to all Chriſtian Biſhops ? — Or 
that the Power of judging Hereſy is a ſtanding 
Power in all Ages of che Church? I hope 
you are not quite ſo unreaſonable. But if plain 
Deductions, and neceſſary Concluſions from 
Scripture will ſatisfy ; this ſort of Proof I have 
given you already; for I ſaid in my former 
Letter, that he Reaſons of this Diſcipline (as 
laid down in Scripture) will agree equally with 
all Churches and all Times. * Of theſe Reaſons 
you have not taken one Word of Notice. But 
why, Sir, were they not to be taken Notice 
of? One of them I ſhall now mention, which is 
the Preſervation of the Body of Chriſt from In- 
fection. And is not this Reaſon as good nom, 
as it was Seventeen Hundred Years ago? You 
tell us yourſelf, that Hereſies were dangerous in 
the infant unſettled State of the Church. And 
is it not as true, that they are always dangerous, 
and always therefore to be guarded againſt. 
But all Reaſons apart; This Queſtion I would 
ask; Whether, ſuppoſing a Rule capable of dif- 
ferent Interpretations, (as this Rule of St. Paul 
about the rejecting Hereticks moſt certainly is) 
the concurrent univerſal Practice of the Chri- 
ſtian Church, is not a better Evidence to ſhew 
the Senſe of the Rule, than any private Inter- 
pretation is to impeach the Practice of the 
Church? You have undertaken, Sir, to give 
out 
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out Rules of Criticiſm upon other Occaſions ; 
pray be ſo good (when it ſhall come in your 
Mind to explain yourſelf more fully) as to give 
me a Reſolution of this one Rule of common 
Senſe. | 

I have now, Sir, attended you through the 
whole Argument, which ends in theſe two 
Concluſions, viz. 


ConcLrvus1oNlT. St. PauPs HERETIcx, 
who was to be rejected after the firſt and ſecond 
Adnonition, was every Man, who openly de- 
parted from, or oppoſed, the Chriftian Faith az 
delivered by 277 and the reſt of the Apoſtles, 
whether he did it with Conſcience, or againſt 
Conſcience, whether ſincerely, or inſincerely. 

To this Concluſion you object, That there is 
one Character in the Text, which does not con- 
ſiſt with it: For St. Paul ſaith of an Heretick, 
that Fe fnneth, Now (ſay you) by this he 
muſt mean, that his Error is VOLUNTARY, and 
ſprings either Ves“ corrupt Principles, or an 
ill Intention, becauſe, S1N, in the very Nature 
of it, implies ſome Faul r of the WII L, and Er- 
rors in the Underſtanding confidered in themſelves 
are not criminal.* This Word finneth (I per- 
ceive) is fruitful of great Matters, and is to 
prove every Thing that you have a Mind to: 
Once it was to prove, that a Heretick muſt fin 
againſt Convittion ; now it is to prove, that he 
muſt, at leaſt, be a voluntary Offender, and 
therefore  inſincere. But the Greek Words 

"AjpapTiIC 
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Auaprla and «uapravw carry with them no 
ſuch determinate Meaning as you put upon 
them, but oftentimes ſignify no more than a 

mple Error or 7 ranſgreſſion ; according to 
which Notion Men are ſaid to /in or be Sinners 
only with Reſped to the Act materially conſi- 
dered : Thus John viii. 46. Tl; & 5puay tAlyye 
us mp! Ayapries z which of you convinceth me 
of SIN ?. By which our Saviour did not mean to 
ask, whether any of them could convince him 


of wilful Tranſgreſſion, but (imply) of Tranſgreſ= 


ſon. So Acts xxv. 8. St. Paul ſays, Neither again 
emple, 


the Law of the Jews, neither againſt the 
neither againſt Cz1ar,ni ipaprov,have[(not wilfully 
offended, but imply) ended. But moſt remarkable 
to our Purpoſe is 1 77m. i. 1 5. where St. Paul calls 
himſelf the CHIEF of Sinners, becauſe he had 
aforetimes been a Blaſphemer, a Perſecutor, and 
injurious. But I obtained Mercy (lays he) be- 
cauſe I did it ignorantly. And in his Defence 
before the Fewiſh Council, he ſays, he had 
lived in all good Conſcience before God, Acts 
xxiii. 1. A Sinner nevertheleſs he might be 
(and no doubt he was) in your Senſe of inning; 
but the Chief of Sinners he could not be any 
otherwiſe than with Reſpect to the Act mate- 
rially conſidered. More Inſtances might be 
produced; but theſe are ſufficient to ſhew, that 
when the Apoſtle ſays of a Heretick, that he 
ſinnet h, he might mean the ſame Thing as if he 
had ſaid, he is gone out of the Way, This will 
ſerve to clear up a Paſſage in my former Letter, 
which I find has given you great — * 
I {aid 
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I faid, That an Heretick is an Offender againſi 
the Order and Diſcipline of the Church. Upon 
which you ask me, 1ſt. Whether I think this 
to be the Meaning of St. PauPs Words, when 
he ſaith, A Heretick ſinneth? Yes, Sir, I do 
think this to be St. Paul's Meaning; who 
conſiders a Heretick not as offending againſt 
Conſcience ( of which the Church is no 
Judge) but as departing from the declared Terms 
of Communion. The declared Terms of Com- 
munion may be the Law of Conſcience, as they 


were, when the Church was under infallible 


Guides. But whether this be the Caſe or not, 
the Rule of Diſcipline does not change, as the 
next Concluſion will ſhew. Nor am I therefore 
obliged to maintain (in caſe there are no infal- 
lible Guides) that the Laws of the Church 
are equally binding upon any Man, as the Law 
of God. For the Point here is not, Whom, 


or how far the Laws of the Church bind; but, 


Whom the Church is to reject. You ask, 2dly, 
If an Heretick is an Offender againſt} the Order 
and Diſcipline of the Church, is he an INNOCENT 
Offender, or a CRIMINAL Offender ? You mean 
again, Is he innocent or criminal with reſpect 
to Conſcience *® And my Anſwer again is, That 
the Church hath 20 Concern in that Matter. 
And whereas you ask farther, How then is a 
Heretick a Sinner, or an Offender ? and make it 
a ſerious Hen I can only anſwer, That I 
am aſhamed, that any one who underſtands 
Engliſh, ſhould ſeriouſly ask ſuch a Queſtion as 
this. | 
Nor 
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Nor is it more to the Purpoſe what you ob- 
jet farther ; vis. That, according to St. Paul, 
Hereſy is a Work of the Fleſh ; and that Here 
ticks are ſet forth as Men of very wicked and 


immoral Lives. All this is very true. But 


every Character is not a Definition. It is one 
thing to ſay what Hereticks ARE, another to 
ſay what they usr BE“. This was my An- 
{wer before; but you do not mind it, If 
Hereſy is a Work of the Fleſh, ſo is [dolatry. 
But is a carnal Mind eſſential to the Notion of 
an Idolater? Go on, if you pleaſe, and ſay, 
(as you do) That Hereticks ſhall not inherit the 
Kingdom of God . You will get nothing more. 
For neither ſhall [dolaters ; neither ſhall Cn. 
believers :- For, he that believeth not, ſhall be 
damned. But will you allow of 0 Exceptions 
to General Rules? Will you ſay, that every 
Idolater, and every Unbeliever, is wilfully ſo; 
and conſequently in a State of Damnation? You 
may ſay this, if you pleaſe; and when you 
have ſaid it, 1 ſuppoſe you will meet with An- 


ſwerers enough (perhaps) among your Friends. 


But till you do ſay it, and prove it too, I will 
venture once again to ask you, Where do you 
lkarn, that no Heretick (abſolutely) can be 
ſaved? And repeat my Caution to you, not to 
argue from the Poſſibility of a Man's being 1n 
a ſaveable State, that he is therefore no Heretick, 
in the Scripture Senſe of that Word; nor there 
fore to be rejected from Communion. I once 
ſtated this Argument to you in Form ꝗ; and 

K have 
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have only to ask your Pardon, that I preſumed 
you were better skilled in the common Rudi- 
ments of Logick, than your Anſwer beſpeaks 
you to be. If it is not too great an Affront to 
yon, Sir, I would adviſe you to conſult Dr. 
Watts upon the 56th Page of your Letter; 
who will ſhew you your Miſtakes, and is very 
well qualified to inſtruct you in ſome Things, 
which it is fit you ſhould be better acquainted 
with, if you mean to go on in the Way of 
writing Controverſy, 


__ Concervsion II. My next Concluſion 
ariſes from the different Circumſtances of the 
Church, ſince the ceaſing of Inſpiration and 
1nfallible Guides; and is this: All Chriſtians, 
and therefore all Churches, muſt judge for them. 
ſelves by the Rule of God's Word, what is the 
Faith whereby we muſt be ſaved; and of Conſe- 
quence eſteem and treat all as Hereticks, who to 
| them ſhall appoar to have departed from that 
Faith, non obſtante the Sincerity of their 
Hearts, of which the Church cannot judge, nor 
does it belong to the Church to judge. The 
Premiſes allowed (and they have, I truſt, been 
fully proved) the Concluſion is undeniable : 
For if there is no Infallibility, as all confeſs; 
if, nevertheleſs, there remains in the Church 
a Power of rejecting Hereticks; the Church, 
in the Exerciſe of this Power, muſt proceed 
by the Rule of human Wiſdom, directed by 
God's Word; for other Guide there is none: 
Which is equivalent to ſaying, That all 
| | Churches 
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Churches muſt eſſeem and treat thoſe as Here- 
ticks, who to them ſhall appear to be ſuch. 
You have made ſeveral Objections to this 
Concluſion ; which I ſhall conſider preſently, 
But you ſhould obſerve, in the firſt place, that 
there are two Points, with which this Conclu- 
fion has nothing to do. As, 1. It hath nothing: 
to do with this Queſtion ; Who are Judges, in 
any Church, what is the Chriſtian Faith, Bi- 
ſhops, or Presbyters, or the whole Congrega- 
tion? It only ſuppoſes, that there is ſomewhere 
in all Churches a Power to judge and deter- 
mine (as a Rule for their own Conduct in the 
Exerciſe of Diſcipline) what is the Faith. 
And therefore all that you have ſaid againſt 
Epi/copacy, and for the C ongregational Scheme *, 
I ſhall paſs by, as nothing to our Purpoſe at 
preſent. Nor, 2. hath this Concluſion any 
thing to do with this Queſtion z; What Points. 
ought to be conſidered as Articles of Faith, a 
Departure from which ſhall ſubject a Man ta 
Cenſure as a Heretick ? I ſay; The Concluſion: 
hath nothing to do with this Queſtion, as it 
may lie between you and me. In general, there 
is a Diſtinction between Fundamentals and Non- 
fundamentals; between Points of leer and of 
zreater Importance; and a Matter it is which 
ought: always to be carefully attended to by all 
Churches; that the Bands of Communion may 
not be ſo ſtraight as to exclude any who ought 
to be admitted; nor ſo looſe, as to make Room 
for others who ought to be ſhut out. But 
K 2 Andrew 


* Letter, p. 65. 


76 A Second Letter to Mr. FOS TER. 


Andrew and Philip, or James and Henry, may 
diſpute this Point for ever to little Purpoſe, ſo 
far as the Matter before us is concerned. For 
if they ſhould all agree, the Church may differ 
from them all; and in that Caſe the Queſtion 
will ſtill be, By whoſe Judgment muſt the 
Church be determined? Therefore, Sir, when 
you ask me, (in order to know the ExTENT of 
my Notion of Hertsy) Why thoſe who eſpouſe 
and publickly maintain Doctrines oppoſite to Cal- 
viniſm or Arminianiſm ought not to be adm 
niſhed and rejected equally with Socinians or 
Arians *; you are quite impertinent, and de- 

ſerve no Anſwer. 

Theſe Things premiſed, I come now to 
your Objections; which are a Collection of 
Conſequences from the foregoing Concluſion, put 
together in ſuch a Manner, as may well ſerve 
to confound the Underſtandings of thoſe who 
are not much accuſtomed to conſider, or not 
qualified to think, with Judgment. You muſt 
pardon me, Sir, if I paſs over {ome of them; 
becauſe really I do not underſtand them, and 
becauſe I am very ſure they are not worth be- 
ing underſtood. But there is one of them 
which I do underſtand, and to which I ſhall 
endeavour to give you a clear and diſtinct An- 
ſwer. It is this; That according to my Ac- 
count of Hereſy, Truth and Error, the beſt and 
the worſt of Men, are equally expoſed to Church 
Cenſure and Excommunications +. This Conſe- 
quence, Sir, I will thus far allow, as to ſay, 
| | That 
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That when Churches err in the Faith (as they 


may) thoſe who are on the Side of Truth vill 
be fubje& to Excommunications; and I have 
already allowed it in my former Letter; where 
I confeſs, that a Man may be a Heretick to one 
Church, who is not ſo to another; and a Here» 
tick to both, who 1s not a Heretick to Gop x. 
You think, Sir, that this Conſequence is big 


with great Miſchiefs: 1 ſhall repeat them in 


your own Words, 

“It will follow, that the Right of Conſci- 
« ence will be often violated; an impartial 
« Study of the Holy Scriptures diſcouraged ; 
« Iategrity inſulted and oppreſſed; and all but 
« thoſe who believe as the Church believes, 
« be branded with Marks of Infamy. It will 
« follow, that the Goſpel hath prefcribed a 
« Rule fatal to its own Cauſe and Intereſt ; 
« and calculated, not to promote the Ediſca- 
« tjon, but the Deſiruftion, of the Church. 
e For if Hereſy be, departing from the Faith, 
and if both Chriſtian Governors and private 
« Chriftians in every Nation acted as they 
« ought to act, and ſeparated from Chri- 
6 ſtian Fellowſhip all, who appeared to them 
* to have departed from the Faith; and if 
« the Governors of the ſame Church acted 
« always as they ought to act, and renounced 
* Communion with each other; as often as they 


c eſpouſed oppoſite Principles in Points which 


they imagined to be of Importance, there could 
* no longer be any Remains of Peace and 
| « Harmony 
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Harmony amongſt Chriſtians; but they 


« muſt be always reviling and excommunicati 

« each other. And as the Reſult from all that 
« has been {aid , from your Notion of Hereſy 
« it will follow, that the Chriſtian Religion 
« hath preſcribed a Rule, which can have no 


other natural and certain Tendency, befjdes 


« introducing endleſs Diſcord and Confuſion, 
« and ſubjecting the Faith and Conſciences of 
« Chriſtians to an Eccleſiaſtical Zyrauny and 


« Inquiſition.” 


Here lies your main Strength. The Objec- 
tions are of various Kinds, and muſt be treated 
with a proper Diſtinction. Only take Notice 
of this, Sir, that you are now objecting not 
againft me, but againſt he Goſpel. 


Object. 1. The Right of Conſcience will be 
often violated. Anſw. The Right of Conſci- 
ence (if by it you mean that Right, which 
every Man has to act according to his Conſci- 
ence) is not violated, but confirmed, by this 
Account. For a Right in the Church to act 
according to her Conſcience, does not deſtroy, 
but ſappoſe, a Right in every Man to act ac- 
cording to his Conſcience. ¶ the Church ex- 


— a conſcientious Man, he may ſtill act 


according to his Conſcience, as directed by 
God's Word. And ſo he ought. For God's 
Word is every Man's Rule; and the Judgment 


/ the Church binds none but herſelf *. 


Object. 
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Object. 2. Integrity will be inſulted and op- 


preſſed. Anſw. By what, or by whom? Not 
by the Church, which by declaring her Sentence, 
neither inſults nor oppreſſes. Bad Men may 
inſult thoſe whom the Church rejects; but 
with this neither the Church, nor my Account 
of the Powers of the Church are juſtly charge- 


able. For what is that Method, be it ever ſo 


right, of which bad Men may not make a 
Handle of doing bad Things? Where alſo is 
the Oppreſhon ? The Church, we will ſuppoſe, 
is in an Error, and excludes you unworthily : 
How are you hurt? Not in your Body or in 
your Goods; for the Church hath nothing to 


do with either of them: Her Sentence affects 


them not, but only your State with Reſpect to 
outward and viſible Communion. Are you 
hurt then as to your ſpiritual Concerns? Nor 
this; for the Sentence of the Church can be no 
Bar to God's Favour. Her Judgment, as I 


ſaid, is a Rule of Diſcipline, not the Law of 


Salvation. * 
Object. 3. Good Men may be branded with 


Marks of Infamy. Anſw. So they may; and if 


they be good Men they will know how to bear 
it, Bad ones deſerve Diſgrace, and it may 
help to mend their Manners. NoTE #hat 


Man, —— that he May be aſhamed, St. Paul, 


2 Theſſ. iii. 14. | 


Object. 4. The Paith and Conſciences of Chri- 
ftians will be ſubjected to an Eccleſiaſtical 1 | 
ana 
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and Iuquiſition. Anſw. Hard Words, and no- 
thing elſe! Mk 11 | | 
Object. 5. The Study of the Scriptures will be 
' diſcouraged. Anſw. Not at all: For whence 
ſhould the Diſcouragement ariſe ? If you con- 
ſider the Cenſures of the Church, as ſupported 
by the ſecular Arm, terrible Conſequences may 
follow. But ſtrip Excommunication of theſe 
Appendages, and leave it in its original Simpli- 
city, and there will be no Colour for Objections 
of this kind. T en inge 


The Whole of what remains amounts in ſhort 


to this, that the Exerciſe of Church Diſcipline, © 


upon the Foot of human Judgment, may be 
attended with Breaches of Peace and Charity 
among Chriftians. This is a true Obſervation, 
and all Ages have ſeen enough of it. But this 
is an accidental Effect, which Time and a good 
Underſtanding often cures, and which, at worſt, 
is much more tolerable than the Conſequences 
of your Scheme, which tends to the Deſtruction 
of all Faith; ſhort, at leaſt, of an ab/o/ute De- 
nial of Jeſus Chriſt; and whether even this one 
Article, Jeſus is the Chriſ the Son of God, 
(which I perceive is the whole * of your Creed) 
can be ſecured upon your Principles, is a Point 
that may deſerve your Confideration, When 
you ſay, Jeſus is the Chriſt the Son of God, 1 
ſuppoſe you mean ſomething by it. Let us 
imagine then the Queſtion to be, In what Seuſe 

#s 
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is Jeſus the Chriſt; in what Senſe is he the 8on 
of God? Would you admit a Man to Commu» 


nion, who differs from you in your Interpre- 
tation? If 2 ſay, Zes; what becomes of your 

If you ſay, No; your Scheme is at an 
End ; for how will you prove, that he differs 
with you again Conviction? I will go fanher 
yet. Suppoſe a profeſsd Deiſt (for Reaſons 
not apparent) ſhould deſire to be admitted to 
the Sacraments as a Chriſtian, would you ad- 
mit him? If ever you are to learn to ſay & o, 
now ſurely is the Time ! But why will you 


rjet him? For his Immorality (will you fay) 


in making ſolemn Profeſſion of a Lye? Per- 
haps, Sir, he thinks this to be 20 Immorality. 
There are Hundreds at this Day that will tell 
you ſo, And what Right have you to tell 
them that they are /e condemued in this? There 
is but one Thing left, which is to ſay, That 
ſuch a Man ought to be rejected, becauſe he is 


10 Chi ſtian, which, no doubt, is a very ſubſtantial 


Reaſon. But do you not perceive, that you 
are now calling in another Rule? What you 
haye been ſaying all this while, is, that no Man 
ought to be debarred the Rights of Chriſtian 


Fellowſhip, but he who oppoſes the Faith 


gain ſi Convittion. But if now you will have 
this general Rule underſtood with an Exception 
to thoſe who are no Chriſtians, the Caſe will ſtand 


juſt thus: That tho' a Man does not act againſt 
Conviction; yet if he be no Chriſtian, he ought * 


to be rejected. But upon this Foot I ſuppoſe, 
L Sir, 
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Sir, ſome other Perſons as well as Y ov, will 
claim a Right to judge for themſelves, what is 


that Faith, which is neceſſary to make a Man 


a Chriſtian, and the Matter will come at laſt to 


What I ſay, That all Churches muſt determine 
for themſelves, by the Rule of God's Word, 
what Points are or are not fit to be made A- 
ticles of Communion. Here lies Your Difficulty, 
Sir, which I ſuggeſted to you in ſtrong Terms 
in my firſt Letter, where I asked you to tell me 
honeſtly and plainly what you would ſtand by; 
whether you would give up Faith as of 10 
Worth; * — or quit your Scheme? To this 
Queſtion you have avoided giving an Anſwer; 
but why, Sir, have you avoided it? unleſs it be, 
that you have yourſelf no Confidence in the 
Cauſe you have undertaken, 

There is but one Objection more, which! 
ſhould have been tempted to have paſſed over, 
if you had not propoſed it as a Caſe, which 
ſeems to be attended with conſiderable Difficul- 
ties, — on Account of which my Notion of He- 
reſy may be juſtly thought very deſective. It is 
this, If the Paſtors and Governors of the Church 
are judged by the Body of the Chriſtian People to 
oppoſe publickly the Apoſtolick Doflrine; WHO 
are to admoniſh and reject THEM? Por this you 
have made no Proviſion. No, Sir! I thought 
I had made ample Proviſion for this Caſe. I 

maintain, that every Man has a Right to judge 
ſor himſelf, by the Word of God, what is the 
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Apoſtolick Doctrine, and that his own Judg- 
ment is the Rule of his own Conduct. The plain 
Conſequence of which is, that whoever thinks, 
that the Church is departed from the Apoſto- 
lick Doctrine, is under the ſame Obligation to 
reject the Church, that is, to ſeparate irom her 
Communion, as the Church is to reject him, 
that is, to deny him Admiſſion to, or Conti= 
nuance in her Communion. ,You are in Poe 


fron of this Anſwer yourſelf, and I wonder 


therefore that you ſhould call for it! | 

I have now, I think, ſatisfied all your Ob- 
jections to the Scripture Method, and ſhewn 
you the Tendency of 'the Scheme, which you 
maintain in Oppoſition to it, which is to ſub- 
vert ALL eligious Settlements, and to leave to 
Jeſus Chriſt nothing elſe, but the Shadow of a 
viſible Church upon Earth: And whether any 
Inconveniencies on the other Side deſerve to be 
laid in Balance againſt ſuch a Conſequence as 
this, I am contented to leave all Chriſtians to 


judge. If all Men, perſuaded of the Truth of 


their Opinions (how contrary ſoeyer they may 
be to the Goſpel Doctrine) are to be admitted to 
Communion ; it is your Meaning too, that they 
ſhould be adjudged capable likewiſe of being 
admitted to the Miniſtry. The Conſequence of 
which will be, that all Confeſſions of Faith, 


Whether they concern Clergy or Laity ; whe- 


ther required by National Churches, or ſeparate 
Congregations, ought to be laid aſide; Upon 
which Foot the yiſible Church of Chriſt may come 
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to be a Number of Men differing among them. 


ſelves as to every Doctrine delivered by Chriſt, 
and held together as a Society, by Lou are to 
ſay what; and if you know what to ſay (con- 
ſiſtently with Chriſtian Principles) it will be a 
very proper Subject for you next to ſpeak to, 


J am, | 
SIR, 
7 ours, &e, 
HENRT STEBBING, 
Auguſt 26, | 
1735 
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